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Abstract
THE EFFECTS OF ACTUAL AND PERCEIVED PARENTAL 
CHARACTERISTICS ON PARTNER SELECTION AND PERCEPTION
by
Glenn Geher 
University of New Hampshire, May, 1997
The present studies were designed to examine the template matching 
hypothesis, a prediction based on Freud’s (1927) psychoanalytic theory which 
proposes that people choose romantic partners who are similar to their opposite- 
sex parents. While some research has demonstrated that such a phenomenon 
does exist for physical characteristics (e.g., Jedlicka, 1984), research on this 
phenomenon in regards to personality dimensions has been relatively 
inconclusive. The primary objectives of the present studies were to determine 
(a) the extent to which people choose partners with personalities similar to their 
opposite-sex parents, (b) the extent to which people perceive that their romantic 
partners have similar personality characteristics as their opposite-sex parents, 
and (c) the differential importance that same and opposite-sex parents have in 
determining how people select and perceive their partners. In the present 
studies, subjects were asked to describe their parents and significant others in 
terms of several characteristics. In addition, their parents and significant others
xix
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were asked to describe themselves along these same characteristics. Using this 
methodology, the present studies allowed for the assessment of the extent to 
which the template matching phenomenon exists, the extent to which people 
perceive this phenomenon to exist, and the relative importance of both same and 
opposite-sex parents in determining the selection and perception of romantic 
partners. For four of eight primary personality variables, the template matching 
phenomenon was observed; subjects’ opposite-sex parents were indeed similar 
to their romantic partners. Further, for all eight relevant variables, subjects 
perceived similarity to exist between both their perceptions of their partners and 
their perceptions of their opposite-sex parents and between their 
conceptualizations of their ideal significant others and their opposite-sex 
parents. Finally, perceptual similarity between perceptions of significant others 
and same-sex parents was observed as well. The implications this research has 
for understanding how people’s parents influence both actual mate selection and 
romantic partner perception are discussed.
xx
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I. GENERAL INTRODUCTION
The present studies are concerned with the effects that parents have on 
the partner choice of their children as these offspring mature and engage in 
intimate relationships. The present research is concerned specifically with the 
notion that our opposite-sex parents provide us with templates for choosing 
mates in adulthood; that is that people tend to seek romantic partners who 
resemble their opposite-sex parents in meaningful ways (e.g., physical 
appearance, personality, emotional style, etc.). This notion that individuals seek 
romantic partners reminiscent of their opposite-sex parents has been labeled the 
“psychoanalytic theory of mate selection" (Epstein & Guttman, 1984) as well as 
the “template matching hypothesis” (Daly & Wilson, 1990), implying that one's 
opposite-sex parent is used as a template for determining romantic partner 
choice.
This template matching hypothesis has garnered some empirical support. 
For example, Wilson and Barrett (1987) found that subjects’ significant others 
and opposite-sex parents tended to have the same eye color in frequencies 
higher than would be expected by chance. In addition, these researchers found 
a positive correlation between the degree of submissiveness/dominance for the 
significant other and the degree of submissiveness/dominance for the opposite- 
sex parent. However, Wilson and Barrett’s study (1987) is similar to most
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2previous research on this topic in that it has generally neglected to obtain actual 
data from subjects’ opposite-sex parents and significant others; thus relying on 
subjects’ self-report which may be the subject of several systematic biases (c.f., 
Funder, 1987).
Psychoanalytic theory explicitly proposes the template matching 
hypothesis. In addition, sociobiology, a branch of the behavioral sciences which 
attempts to explain human behaviors in terms of evolutionary principles (Wilson, 
1975), has been offered as an explanation of template matching phenomena 
(e.g., Thiessen & Gregg, 1980). Finally, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 
1980), which, like psychoanalytic theory, emphasizes the importance of early 
attachments between children and their primary caregivers, may be used to 
explain template matching phenomena.
The template matching hypothesis and its implications may be understood 
from different theoretical perspectives. The present inquiry is interested in these 
theories in terms of their heuristic value. However, the present research is 
primarily empirical in nature and is not designed specifically to pit these different 
theories against each other. Rather, these different theories, taken in 
combination, are used to provide an interesting and useful backdrop for the 
present work.
Psychoanalytic Theory and Implications for Mate Selection
Perhaps the most well-known, and controversial, such tradition to spawn 
research in this area is Freud’s psychoanalytic theory (e.g., 1927).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3Psychoanalytic theory proposes interesting predictions concerning the role that 
one’s parents play in mate selection during adulthood. In describing 
psychosexual development, Freud proposed that all children experience the 
Oedipal Complex; an experience characterized by the development of sexual 
attraction towards the opposite-sex parent as well as the perception of severe 
threat from the same-sex parent. In addition, the child feels generalized 
resentment towards his or her same-sex parent, who stands in his or her way of 
the opposite-sex parent. In resolving this complex, the child identifies with the 
same-sex parent, thus enabling the child to gain vicarious satisfaction from the 
same-sex parent’s relationship with the opposite-sex parent.
This theory has been criticized on several grounds. Femald (1984) 
suggested that this theory is basically untestable. Epstein and Guttman (1984) 
note that Freud’s theory is too simple to account for the different patterns of 
partner choice that have been found in empirical studies of mate selection. In 
addition, research that has attempted to test certain aspects of this theory, has 
not, in general, provided evidence supporting its claims (Daly & Wilson, 1990).
Freud’s Oedipal theory does, however, include one interesting corollary 
concerning partner choice in adulthood which has garnered some empirical 
support. Freud suggested that after completing the phallic stage the child 
develops a repetition compulsion, which is generally defined as the tendency for 
an impulse to repeat itself. In this particular case, the impulse that was 
responsible for the sexual feelings towards the opposite-sex parent in the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4beginning of the phallic stage is likely to repeat itself throughout a person’s life 
(Freud, 1910). As a result, this theory maintains, sexual interest in one’s 
opposite-sex parent should manifest itself later in life as a romantic preference 
for individuals reminiscent of that parent in terms of appearance, personality, 
emotional style, etc.
Most research testing the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection shares 
this same interpretation of Freud’s theory; specifically that individuals seek 
romantic partners who are reminiscent of their opposite-sex parents (e.g., Daly & 
Wilson, 1990; Wilson & Barrett, 1987; Jedlicka, 1980). In general, this 
interpretation is consistent with Freud’s writings. Freud was clear and 
undeviating in his assertion that males choose love-objects reminiscent of their 
mothers. In an essay on the partner choice of neurotic males, he asserted that 
the “object-choice which is so strangely conditioned... has the same psychical 
origin as we find in the loves of normal people. They are derived from the 
infantile fixation of tender feelings on the mother” (Freud, 1910, pp. 168-169). In 
effect, Freud wrote that all males, even neurotic males, use their mothers as 
prototypes for choosing romantic partners in adulthood. Freud made this same 
assertion in several other essays as well (Freud, 1931, 1924,1927, 1923).
However, Freud was less consistent in his descriptions of the romantic 
partner choice of females. While many of his essays on female object-choice 
proposed a process analogous to the one in males, whereby females seek 
romantic partners reminiscent to their fathers, he also made different assertions
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5concerning female object-choice. For example, in an essay on female sexuality, 
Freud wrote, “many a woman takes her father as the model for her choice of 
husband” (1931, p. 286). However, in the same essay, he wrote, “... in her 
married life (a woman) repeats with her husband her bad relations with her 
mother" (Freud, 1931, p. 286). Hence, Freud suggested that a woman’s object 
choice and intimate behavior may be influenced by both the father and the 
mother. As time passes during a relationship, according to Freud, women may 
treat their significant others in ways that they treated their mothers during 
childhood. Hence, according to psychoanalytic theory, a woman’s romantic 
partner may be chosen because of similarity to her father, but the significant 
other may ultimately take on characteristics of her mother as the significant other 
is being treated as such. If the woman does indeed treat the significant other 
like her mother, she may create a self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1948) whereby 
the significant other would ultimately act like the mother because of the female’s 
behavior. In addition, Freud proposed that many women are prone to 
narcissistic love whereby they choose romantic partners who ultimately resemble 
themselves (1949).
In sum, the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection is usually interpreted 
as proposing that, because of unconscious conflicts during early childhood, adult 
individuals seek romantic partners who resemble their opposite-sex parents. 
Freud was consistent in asserting that males seek romantic partners who are 
reminiscent of their mothers. However, his analysis of the romantic partner
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6choice of females was a bit more complex. He proposed that many women do 
seek romantic partners who resemble their fathers. However, he also proposed 
that, as intimate relationships develop, women tend to repeat the relationships 
that they had with the mothers with their significant others. In addition, Freud 
proposed that many women are narcissistic in their romantic partner choice (i.e., 
they are attracted to partners who resemble themselves). As 
Freud’s conceptualization of partner choice is somewhat different between 
males and females, any empirical test of Freud’s theories on mate selection 
must take these differences into account.
Attachment Theory and 
Implications for Template Matching Phenomena 
Like psychoanalytic theory, attachment theory, which is described in 
detail in Bowlby’s three-volume treatise on the subject (Bowlby, 1969,1973,
1980), proposes that one’s relationships with early caregivers are critical in 
determining that person’s patterns of behavior in adulthood. In his theory,
Bowlby describes how infants become emotionally attached to their caregivers 
and how the nature of this attachment may be understood in terms of how the 
infants respond to separation from these caregivers. Bowlby conceptualized 
attachment behaviors exhibited by infants as goal-directed behaviors with the 
purpose of maintaining proximity to nurturing adults; thus promoting the 
likelihood of their own survival. According to attachment theory, the nature of 
such early relationships is critical in determining one's subsequent attachment
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suggested that, through such early interactions, an individual develops internal 
working models which are thought to represent the self, others, and the world. 
The nature of one’s internal working models, according to attachment theory, is 
critical in determining how that individual will respond to others.
Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) contributed to attachment 
theory by conceptualizing and operationalizing individual differences in 
attachment styles. These researchers developed an experimental paradigm 
called the “strange situation” which is used to measure individual differences in 
such attachment styles in infants. On the basis of research employing this 
research paradigm, Ainsworth et al. (1978) proposed three general patterns of 
infant attachment: secure attachment, characterized by a general enthusiasm 
for the caregiver as well as the tendency to explore the environment in the 
caregiver's presence; avoidant attachment, characterized by a tendency to avoid 
the caregiver; and anxious attachment, characterized by a combination of 
approach and avoidance behavior towards the caregiver.
In an interesting extension of this research on attachment styles, Hazan 
and Shaver (1987) proposed that such attachment styles extend into adulthood 
and are manifest in romantic relationships. Thus, Hazan and Shaver proposed 
an idea which is similar to the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection and is 
integral to the present research: that one’s attachment style, which develops 
through interactions with caregivers (usually parents) early in life, evolves into a
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crucial determinant of how one behaves in close relationships.
Hazan and Shaver (1987) developed a simple self-report questionnaire to 
measure attachment style in adults which they included in a newspaper survey.
This questionnaire included translated descriptions of Ainsworth et al.’s (1978) 
three infant attachment styles. The descriptions were translated in such a way 
so as to relate to adult romantic love as opposed to infant attachment behavior. 
Subjects were asked to classify themselves as either securely, avoidantly, or 
anxiously attached by reading short descriptions of each attachment style. In 
support of attachment theory, these researchers found that adults tend to fall 
into the secure, avoidant, and resistant categories in ratios comparable to those 
found in research using infants as subjects. In addition, they found that these 
attachment classifications were predictive of several psychological aspects of 
relationships. For example, subjects who rated themselves as secure reported 
significantly less jealousy than other subjects.
Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) conceptualization of romantic love as an 
attachment process has spawned much research in the field of interpersonal 
relationships. Researchers have used their model of romantic love to 
understand marital adjustment (e.g., Senchak & Leonard, 1992), perceptions of 
ideal romantic partners (e.g., Latty-Mann & Davis, 1996), love styles (e.g., Levy 
& Davis, 1988), relationship beliefs (e.g., Feeney & Noller, 1990), relationship
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phenomena (c.f. Sperling & Berman, 1994).
The conceptualization of adult attachment styles as relatively stable 
patterns of behaving across the lifespan is relevant to the present research on 
two different levels. On one level, the very notion of adult attachment styles as 
developing from early relationships with caregivers is parallel to the template 
matching hypothesis. The template matching hypothesis proposes that early 
caregivers (specifically opposite-sex parents) provide individuals with templates 
or prototypes for choosing romantic partners in adulthood. Attachment theory 
proposes that an individual’s relationship with caregivers provides him or her 
with patterns of relating to others in relationships across the lifespan.
The relationship between attachment theory and the template matching 
hypothesis may be understood at another level as well. The template matching 
hypothesis proposes that, in choosing a romantic partner, an individual is 
motivated to find a mate who is similar to his or her opposite-sex parent along 
several stable dimensions. As Hazan and Shaver (1987) conceptualize adult 
attachment style as a relatively stable dimension, it may be the case that 
individuals seek romantic partners who have similar attachment styles as their 
opposite-sex parents.
Heretofore, no research has assessed whether the template matching 
hypothesis holds true for adult attachment styles. In other words, no one has 
documented whether people seek romantic partners who have similar
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attachment styles as their opposite-sex parents. This is not to say that research 
has neglected to address the relationship between how people perceive their 
parents and their reported attachment styles. Indeed research has addressed 
this specific question (Rothbard & Shaver, 1994).
In general, research focusing on parental perceptions and attachment 
styles has found that the kinds of memories and perceptions that one has of his 
or her relationship with his or her parents are related to his or her attachment 
style. Secure subjects tend to report relatively positive familial experiences 
when prompted to describe their memories of early childhood (Feeney & Noller, 
1990). In addition, secure individuals tend to describe their memories of their 
mothers as being dependable and relaxed (Rothbard & Shaver, 1994).
Individuals who fall into the two classes of insecure attachment, avoidant 
and anxious, tend to describe qualitatively different kinds of relationships with 
their parents compared with secure individuals. Specifically, such insecure 
attachments seem to develop from characteristics of the fathers. Feeney and 
Noller (1990) found that anxious subjects tend to recall a lack of support from 
their fathers. Similarly, Rothbard and Shaver (1994) found that avoidant and 
anxious individuals reported feeling alienated in their fathers’ presence.
It has also been proposed that the history of one’s attachment to his or 
her parents is directly related to the attachment style of his or her romantic 
partner (Collins & Read, 1990). These researchers found that the nature of 
one’s memory of his or her relationship with his or her opposite-sex parent in
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childhood was significantly related to the nature of the attachment style of that 
individual’s romantic partner. In order to understand their results, their 
methodology needs to be described in some detail.
In an interesting alteration of the extant research on adult attachment 
styles, Collins and Read (1990) developed a continuous measure of adult 
attachment. Hazan and Shaver’s (1967) initial measure of adult attachment had 
subjects read descriptions of three attachment styles and then classify 
themselves in the most appropriate category. Collins and Read (1990), among 
others (c.f., Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 1994), reasoned that attachment styles 
are better conceptualized as continuous dimensions. These researchers 
developed a measure of adult attachment based on the content of the 
descriptions of the attachment styles in Hazan and Shaver's (1987) article. The 
result was an 18 item scale with three underlying dimensions roughly 
corresponding to Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) three attachment styles. These 
dimensions are closeness (Does the subject feel secure being intimate or close 
with others?), which corresponds to Hazan and Shaver’s secure category, 
dependency (Is the subject afraid of depending on others?), which corresponds 
to the avoidant category, and anxiety (Do relationships make the subject 
anxious?), which corresponds to the anxious category.
Subjects in Collins and Read’s study (1990) included both members of 
dating couples. These subjects were asked to complete the measure of adult 
attachment and then to assess the parenting style of their own parents.
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Descriptions of three parenting styles were given and subjects were asked to 
describe the extent to which each style characterized each of their parents. 
These three parenting styles, which the researchers adapted from Hazan and 
Shaver (1986), were warm/responsive, cold/rejecting, and 
ambivalent/inconsistent.
The results indicated that how subjects perceived their parents was 
related to the attachment styles of their partners. Males who reported warm 
mothers were involved with female partners who scored low on anxiety. Males 
who reported cold or inconsistent mothers tended to be involved with relatively 
anxious female partners. Interestingly, the males’ perceptions of their fathers 
were found to be unrelated to their partners' attachment styles.
For females, conversely, perceptions of fathers were related to the 
attachment styles of their partners, whereas perceptions of their mothers were 
unrelated to partners' attachment styles. Females who reported warm fathers 
were involved with male partners who did not report having problems depending 
on others. On the other hand, females who reported fathers as cold or 
inconsistent tended to be involved with partners who did report having problems 
with being able to depend on others as well as problems with getting close to 
others.
This research conducted by Collins and Read (1990) comes close to 
testing the template matching hypothesis. They found that how one perceives 
his or her opposite-sex parent is related to the attachment style of his or her
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partner. Interestingly, for both males and females, perceptions of the same-sex 
parents were unrelated to partners’ attachment styles. The present research 
was designed to go a step further than Collins and Read in that it assessed 
whether the attachment styles of opposite-sex parents are related to the 
attachment styles of the significant others.
Attachment theory is related to the template matching hypothesis on two 
levels. Attachment theory proposes that relationships with early caregivers are 
crucial in determining the nature of one’s social behavior as well as his or her 
romantic relationship history. Similarly, the template matching hypothesis 
proposes that one’s early caregivers (opposite-sex parent in particular) greatly 
influence one’s romantic relationship history by providing templates for romantic 
partners in adulthood. In addition, as attachment styles are considered relatively 
stable characteristics, one could determine whether individuals seek romantic 
partners with similar attachment styles as their opposite-sex parents; thus 
testing the template matching hypothesis for the dimension of attachment style.
Evolutionary Psychology and 
Implications for Template Matching Phenomena 
In addition to psychoanalytic theory and attachment theory, evolutionary 
theory has been offered to account for template matching phenomena. In the 
same vein as sociobiology (Wilson, 1975), evolutionary psychology proposes 
that most human behaviors, and especially those behaviors that are consistently 
exhibited across cultures, must have some adaptive value in terms of survival
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and reproduction (e.g., Buss, 1988). In terms of template matching phenomena, 
some theorists have argued that such phenomena are most parsimoniously 
explained in terms of evolutionary principles.
In a review concerning the empirical validity of Freud’s Oedipal theory,
Daly and Wilson (1990) argued that template matching phenomena do exist, but 
are best explained in terms of evolutionary, as opposed to psychoanalytic, 
principles. Daly and Wilson (1990) generally concluded that empirical tests of 
hypotheses derived from Freud’s theory have not supported the theory’s claims.
For example, Freud’s theory proposes that children in the phallic stage of 
psychosexual development (roughly between the ages of two and five years) 
should manifest some hostility towards their same-sex parents in addition to 
eliciting hostility from the same-sex parents. Such effects have not been found 
to exist in empirical studies (Fisher & Greenberg, 1977).
However, Daly and Wilson (1990) do concede that the template-matching 
hypothesis derived from Freud’s theory has been supported empirically. In other 
words, in their review, they found that empirical evidence strongly supports the 
notion that individuals seek romantic partners who resemble their opposite-sex 
parents. Instead of appealing to psychoanalytic theory, these authors argued 
that evolutionary theories are better able to explain such phenomena. They 
argue that, “w e (i.e., humans) have evolved by natural selection a strategy of 
using parental phenotypes as partial criteria in mate choice” (Daly & Wilson,
1990, p. 172). In other words, they argue, people may seek romantic partners
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reminiscent of their opposite-sex parents because individuals who are 
phenotypically similar to one’s parent may also be genotypically similar to the 
biological parent and, therefore, genotypically similar to oneself. Hence, 
perpetuating the genes of such a partner via reproduction would artifactually 
perpetuate the genes of the self; thereby optimizing one’s genetic fitness.
Daly and Wilson (1990) suggested that it may be more adaptive for an 
individual to seek a partner with intermediate genetic similarity to oneself in 
order to optimize genetic fitness while reducing the chances of reproducing 
maladaptive traits. Hence, using one’s parent as a template for choosing 
romantic partners, as opposed to using oneself, may be adaptive from an 
evolutionary perspective. Such a strategy is similar to the “optimal discrepancy 
theory of mate selection” (Thiessen & Gregg, 1980). This “optimal discrepancy 
theory” proposes that, in order to maximize genetic fitness, one should select a 
mate outside the family group, in order to avoid the adverse effects of incest. 
However, given that the potential mate is outside the immediate family group, 
other things being equal, the potential mate should have a phenotype similar to 
members of the family, as phenotypic similarity is predictive of genotypic 
similarity which is an important factor concerning genetic fitness.
Interestingly, Daly and Wilson do not account for why the opposite-sex 
parent may be more important in determining partner choice than the same-sex 
parent. Clearly, one’s biological opposite-sex parent and one’s biological same- 
sex parent contribute equally to one’s genotype. Therefore, from a strict
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evolutionary perspective, in order to optimize genetic fitness, selecting a partner 
similar to either and/or both parents would be equally adaptive. However, much 
of the extant research supports the notion that a potential partner's similarity to 
one’s opposite-sex parent is significantly more important in mate selection than 
similarity to one’s same-sex parent (Jedlicka, 1980,1984). Hence, a strict 
evolutionary explanation may be unable to completely account for template 
matching phenomena.
In a review of theories designed to explain mate selection processes,
Epstein and Guttman (1984) also discussed template matching phenomena from 
an evolutionary perspective. These authors concluded that evidence generally 
does support the template matching hypothesis. However, they also cite 
research which found that partner similarity to one’s same-sex parent is equally 
as strong as partner similarity to one’s opposite-sex parent. Specifically,
Strauss (1946) had subjects describe their partners as well as both of their 
parents in terms of their opinions and beliefs. He found that reported similarities 
between partners and same-sex parents were roughly equivalent to reported 
similarities between partners and opposite-sex parents. This particular finding 
lends support to the evolutionary theory of mate selection. However, results 
based on such methodology are equivocal as all findings are mediated through 
the subjects’ perceptions of their partners and parents; perceptions which may 
be biased in several different ways (c.f., Funder, 1987). Nonetheless, Epstein
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and Guttman (1984) attempted to explain such phenomena in terms of 
evolutionary principles.
One hypothesis derived from evolutionary theories of mate selection is 
concerned with assortative mating, which is the inclination for one to seek mates 
who are similar to him or herself (Vandenberg, 1972). Capitalizing on such 
similarity may increase genetic fitness when it comes to reproduction. Several 
empirical studies have shown that similarity to self, along several dimensions, is 
an important factor in mate selection. For example, across dozens of studies 
concerning similarity in intelligence between spouses, Johnson, Ahem, and Cole 
(1980) found that correlations between spouses are consistently positive and 
relatively large. Similarly, in summarizing correlations across studies on 
assortative mating and intelligence, Jensen (1978) found that spouse 
correlations ranged from between .3 and .6. In addition to intelligence, 
assortative mating phenomena have been documented across several different 
dimensions (Epstein & Guttman, 1984). A positive relationship in educational 
level between spouses has been found to exist (e.g., Bajema, 1966; Jensen,
1978). In a review of assortative mating with respect to physical characteristics, 
Spuhler (1967) found that assortative mating phenomena exist for certain 
physical characteristics such as height. Interestingly, Spuhler concluded that 
the degree of assortative mating for most physical characteristics is relatively 
small. Physical attractiveness, however, is one dimension for which assortative 
mating phenomena have been consistently found (Murstein, 1980). Strong
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assortative mating effects have also been found for certain sociological variables 
such as ethnic background (McLemore, 1980) and socioeconomic status 
(Warren, 1966).
Research on personality variables and assortative mating has been 
relatively inconclusive. Cattell and Nesselroade (1967) found that, along 16 
personality dimensions, spouses in “stable” relationships tended to demonstrate 
assortative mating for most of the 16 dimensions. However, members of 
“unstable" relationships demonstrated much less assortative mating. Indeed, for 
three of the 16 dimensions, members of “unstable” relationships demonstrated 
dissortative mating (i.e., for these three trait dimensions, scores between the 
spouses were significantly negatively correlated). Other research on personality 
variables and assortative mating has basically shown that the assortative mating 
phenomenon does exist for most personality variables; however, inter-spouse 
correlations for personality variables tend to be relatively low (Epstein &
Guttman, 1984). As Epstein and Guttman write, in choosing a mate, “... 
individuals simply do not expect and do not want to marry their ‘personality 
clone’” (1984, p. 52).
In support of the evolutionary argument, Russell, Wells, and Rushton 
(1985) found that assortative mating increases as the heritability of the trait 
increases. For example, assortative mating effects tend to be strongest for such 
variables as height, intelligence, and extraversion which all have relatively high 
levels of heritability. Such evidence clearly supports the evolutionary
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perspective. If individuals sought partners who were similar to themselves on 
dimensions that had low heritability (i.e., dimensions that were relatively 
unrelated to genes), then reproducing with such partners would not increase the 
probability that their own genes would reproduce in comparison with if they had 
mated with individuals who were similar to themselves on dimensions with large 
genetic components.
In addition to general theories of mate selection, evolutionary theorists 
have demonstrated that important sex differences exist in mating strategies.
David Buss his colleagues (e.g., Buss, 1988; Buss, 1990; Buss & Schmitt,
1993) have argued that selective pressures have given rise to qualitatively 
different mating strategies employed differentially by males and females. While 
these researchers do acknowledge that assortative mating is generally adaptive 
across the sexes, they argue that, because of biological differences between the 
sexes, males and females emphasize different characteristics in the mate 
selection process.
In a cross-cultural study on mate preferences between males and 
females, Buss and his colleagues (1990) had adult males and adult females from 
37 different cultures rank order the relative importance of several traits and 
attributions in terms of mate preference. For example, subjects were asked to 
rate characteristics such as “good health” and “sociability” on a Likert scale in 
terms of whether these characteristics were (3) “indispensable” or (0)
“irrelevant.”
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According to the logic of evolutionary psychology, behavioral phenomena 
which are consistent across cultures (which vary in several regards such as their 
values and religions) most probably have some biological basis steeped in the 
phylogenetic history of the human species. Thus, in order to make the claim that 
relevant dimensions which are important for mate selection differ between the 
sexes, Buss et al. (1990) needed to show that trends in mate selection within the 
sexes are consistent across cultures. Such a finding would demonstrate that the 
differential mechanisms employed between males and females most likely have 
some adaptive value in terms of genetic fitness.
Buss et al. (1990) found that there are general sex differences concerning 
the relative importance of certain traits and attributes in mate selection which 
exist across cultures. While certain dimensions were rated by males and 
females to be very important across cultures, such as “mutual attraction and 
love,“ other dimensions, such as “good looks,” were rated differently between the 
sexes across almost all of the cultures involved in the study. Males rated “good 
looks” as more important in mate selection than females. Conversely, females 
rated “ambitiousness and industriousness” as relatively more important in 
determining mate preference than males.
Several other characteristics were assessed as having differential 
importance between the sexes across cultures. These differences are explained 
in terms of genetic fitness. For example, from an evolutionary perspective, it 
makes sense that females, who, because of their anatomy, play a primary role in
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childbirth and childrearing across cultures, should try to obtain a mate who is 
best able to provide resources for her offspring. Such resources could 
potentially allow such offspring to survive and, ultimately, reproduce. Such an 
outcome would, artifactuaily, ensure that the mother's genes also survived.
Concerning the present research, evolutionary psychology has 
implications. First, if the template matching phenomenon is mostly steeped in 
evolutionarily-designed mechanisms, then the indirect influence of one’s same- 
sex parent on his or her subsequent partner choice should rival the influence of 
one’s opposite-sex parent, as both biological parents contribute equally to the 
genotype of their offspring. In addition, the relative importance of different traits 
in determining partner choice may differ between males and females. Thus, the 
degree of template matching may be stronger for males on some dimensions 
than for females and vice versa. For example, as Buss et al. (1990) found that 
males tend to emphasize physical appearance more than females when it comes 
to choosing a mate, it may be the case that males tend to choose mates who 
resemble their mother physically relatively more than females tend to choose 
mates who resemble their father physically. Similar predictions based on other 
characteristics described in Buss et al.’s study are considered in the present 
research.
Evidence for the Template Matching Hypothesis 
Thus far, we have examined different theoretical perspectives which may 
account for template matching phenomena. However, for such theories to be
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worthy of consideration, we must first demonstrate that such phenomena do, 
indeed, exist. While Freud’s psychoanalytic theory has been criticized for 
lacking logical coherence and for providing few testable hypotheses (e.g., Daly 
& Wilson, 1990; Crews, 1996), the template matching hypothesis derived from 
his theory has been tested empirically across several dimensions. Researchers 
have tested this hypothesis in regards to physical resemblance (e.g., Wilson & 
Barrett, 1987), demographic resemblance (e.g., Jedlicka, 1980), and personality 
resemblance (e.g., Kent, 1951). While the results across studies examining this 
phenomenon are not overwhelming, it seems clear that the template matching 
phenomenon does occur for certain dimensions.
Physical Resemblance Between Romantic Partner and Qpposite-sex Parents 
Wilson and Barrett (1987) reasoned that if individuals use their opposite- 
sex parents as templates for choosing mates, then phenotypal characteristics 
such as eye color between one’s romantic partner and one’s opposite-sex parent 
should be related. Further, these authors reasoned, the eye color of one’s 
partner should, on average, match the eye color of one’s opposite-sex parent 
more than one’s same-sex parent. In order to test this hypothesis, heterosexual 
teenage girls who described themselves as “in love” were asked to describe 
their significant others, mothers, and fathers along several dimensions including 
eye color. As predicted, the reported eye color of the significant others matched 
the reported eye color of the fathers more than would be expected by chance. In
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addition, eye color matched more between significant others and fathers than 
between significant others and mothers.
Using a unique methodological paradigm, Jedlicka (1980,1984) obtained 
similar results. In order to test the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection,
Jedlicka examined 32,000 marriage licenses in Hawaii, a state with a large 
amount of ethnic diversity. These records included ethnicity of bride and groom 
as well as the ethnicity of each of their parents. Jedlicka found that, in mixed- 
ethnic marriages, people tend to marry into the ethnic group of their opposite- 
sex parents in relatively greater frequencies than would be expected by chance 
as well as in greater frequencies than they marry into the ethnic group of their 
same-sex parents.
Earlier studies of physical resemblance and the psychoanalytic theory of 
mate selection have, generally, found that people’s romantic partners tend to 
physically resemble their opposite-sex parents (Murstein, 1976). However, 
some research has failed to find a significant relationship between the physical 
characteristics of opposite-sex parents and significant others (e.g., Kirkpatrick,
1937).
Personality Resemblance Between Partners and Parents
Research on resemblance in personality between romantic partners and 
opposite-sex parents, much like research on personality and assortative mating, 
has been relatively inconclusive (Epstein & Guttman, 1984). In one study of the 
template matching hypothesis, Aron (1974) was interested in whether individuals
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involved in romantic relationships tend to repeat the relationships they have with 
their opposite-sex parents in their current romantic relationships; thus 
examining personality similarity in interactional and dynamic terms. In order to 
test this hypothesis, male and female subjects who were waiting in line at the 
marriage license bureau in Toronto, Canada, were asked to complete a 
questionnaire describing their relationships with their future spouses, their 
opposite-sex parents, and their same-sex parents. In apparent support of the 
template matching hypothesis, the results indicated that males tended to 
describe their relationships with their future spouses as similar to their 
relationships with their mothers. However, females also tended to describe their 
relationships with their future spouses as being similar to their relationships to 
their mothers, as opposed to being similar to their relationships with their 
fathers. These results indicate that, for both males and females, maternal 
influence contributes to mate selection and relationship interaction, whereas 
paternal influence, for both sexes, is relatively unimportant. These results are 
consistent with Winch’s (1950) hypothesis proposing that, for both sexes, 
mothers have a disproportionately large influence on mate selection.
In a more direct test of the template matching hypothesis and personality 
variables, Strauss (1946) had subjects describe both of their parents along with 
their fiancees or spouses using a personality check list. Strauss found that 
personality descriptions of mates were similar to descriptions of both opposite- 
sex parents and same-sex parents. Thus, Strauss concluded that both parents
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contribute equally to mate choice. Again, these results do not provide support 
for the template matching hypothesis which proposes that peoples’ partners 
should, specifically, bear resemblance to their opposite-sex parents.
In a more recent study of the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection,
Wilson and Barrett (1987) had female subjects describe their significant others 
and both of their parents along the dimension of dominance/submissiveness. A 
significant relationship was found between the reported degree of dominance for 
the significant other and the reported degree of dominance for the opposite-sex 
parent. No relationship was reported between the degree of dominance for the 
significant other and the degree of dominance for the same-sex parent.
While the extant research on personality and the template matching 
phenomenon is inconclusive and inconsistent, all of this research shares a 
methodological problem. In a review of research on the psychoanalytic theory of 
mate selection, Epstein and Guttman (1984) found that no research has been 
conducted where the actual romantic partners and opposite-sex parents of 
subjects completed their own personality measures. All research which has 
attempted to examine the template matching phenomenon in terms of personality 
has relied on the personality of the partners and parents as reported by the 
subjects. Hence, the best these studies could show, in terms of the template 
matching hypothesis, is that individuals perceive their significant others to be 
similar to their opposite-sex parents. W hile such a perceptual phenomenon may 
be interesting in its own right, it also may be relatively independent of actual
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similarity between partners and parents. Clearly, any research designed to 
explore the template matching hypothesis and personality needs to administer 
personality measures to the actual parents and partners of the subjects.
Template Matching 
Phenomena as Perceptual Biases 
While the template matching hypothesis has garnered some empirical 
support, the extant research concerned with personality and the template 
matching hypothesis has neglected to account for alternative explanations of the 
phenomenon due to reliance on self-report measures. For instance, in Wilson 
and Barrett’s study (1987), these researchers relied on data concerning subjects’ 
opposite-sex parents and significant others which were provided by the subjects 
themselves. Similarly Hamilton and MacGowan (1929) found that a significant 
proportion of married men reported that their wives were similar to their mothers.
In addition, Aron (1974) found that males who were in the process of applying for 
marriage licenses tended to report that their relationship with their fiancees were 
similar to their relationship with their mothers. Each of these studies, because of 
its methodology, is open to alternative interpretations. Specifically, as each 
study uses a subject’s self-report of his or her opposite-sex parent and romantic 
partner, any similarity found may be an artifact of the subject perceiving 
similarity to exist, regardless of actual similarity.
As previously stated, in a review of research on the psychoanalytic theory 
of mate selection, Epstein and Guttman (1984) found that no studies for which
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actual romantic partners and opposite-sex parents of subjects completed their 
own personality measures have been conducted. Not all research on the 
psychoanalytic theory of mate selection has relied so exclusively on self-report 
measures. For instance, in his study of the template matching hypothesis and 
ethnicity, Jedlicka (1980) used Hawaiian census data. Nonetheless, extant 
research concerning personality and the psychoanalytic theory of mate 
selection, in other words, research which has attempted to show that individuals 
seek romantic partners who have similar personalities as their opposite-sex 
parents, has relied on the personality of the partner and the parent as perceived 
by the subject (e.g., Aron, 1974; Wilson & Barrett, 1987).
Relying on a subject’s perception of his or her partner and parent may be 
problematic for several reasons. Correlations between the self-reported 
personalities of subjects and personalities of those same subjects as rated by 
others are, generally, far from perfect (e.g., John & Robins, 1993). In addition, 
people tend to employ several systematic biases when reporting their own 
personalities (e.g., Taylor & Brown, 1988). As a result, a measure of one's 
personality from another’s perspective might lack such bias, which may lead to 
more accurate assessments, but may also lead to qualitatively different 
assessments (John & Robins, 1993). Thus, one’s personality as mediated by 
another’s perceptions may be fundamentally different from one’s personality 
without such mediation.
Research on the psychoanalytic theory of mate selection which has relied 
on the subjects’ interpretation of opposite-sex parents and significant others may
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be tapping systematic biases that people tend to employ when judging their 
significant others and opposite-sex parents. Accordingly, the results of such 
research may actually have more implications that are relevant to biases in 
person perception than for factors that affect mate selection.
In order to understand template matching phenomenon as a judgmental 
bias, one first needs to understand how such a bias could fit into existing 
conceptualizations of biases in person perception. Specifically, if such a 
phenomenon does exist, then it represents two classes of person perception 
biases: biases concerning how people judge their parents and biases 
concerning how people judge their romantic partners.
Systematic Biases in Assessing One’s Parents
While current research concerning general mechanisms that people 
employ to understand their parents is relatively non-existent, several broad 
psychological theories have proposed that people do perceive their parents in 
relatively systematic ways. In his conceptualization of psychosexual 
development, Freud proposed that people perceive their parents as ideal. In his 
description of the superego, his moral branch of the personality structure, Freud 
suggested that people internalize their parents’ morals as their parents 
represent ideal people (1933). Thus, for Freud, people feel guilty when they 
deviate from their parents’ values as these values are considered ideal.
Similarly, in his conceptualization of attachment theory, Bowlby (1969,
1973, 1980) suggested that people generally tend to understand their parents in
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idealized ways. According to Bowlby, one’s parents provide a person with 
fundamental internal working models which he or she uses to make sense of 
people throughout his or her life. Further, Bowlby proposed that these early 
internal working models of one’s parents are generally understood in relatively 
idealized terms.
If people do tend to perceive their parents in relatively idealized ways, 
then clear predictions can be made concerning the psychoanalytic theory of 
mate selection. Specifically, if people do tend to seek partners reminiscent of 
their opposite-sex parents, and they tend to idealize their opposite-sex parents, 
then they may actually seek partners more reminiscent of their idealized 
representations of these parents than of their actual parents. For example, 
suppose a young woman sees her father as very conscientious and agreeable. 
In reality, he may be quite disheveled and dogmatic. However, in order for this 
woman to understand her world in relatively coherent ways, she holds this 
distorted perception of her father. In seeking a romantic partner similar to her 
father, would this woman be attracted to people who are similar to her actual 
father or similar to her idealized perception of her father?
In conceptualizing template matching phenomena as resulting from 
judgmental biases, it follows that people seek partners reminiscent of their 
idealized perceptions of their parents. However, as extant research on 
personality dimensions and the template matching phenomenon has relied on 
having subjects report the personality of not only their opposite-sex parents, but
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of their significant others as well, (e.g., Aron, 1974), this phenomenon may result 
from two related judgmental biases. Specifically, people may be biased towards 
idealizing both their opposite-sex parents and their significant others. If such is 
the case, then research demonstrating the template matching hypothesis 
utilizing the subjects to describe their opposite-sex parents and significant others 
may be tapping people’s tendency towards idealizing both of these individuals 
as opposed to people’s tendency to seek romantic partners similar to their 
opposite-sex parents. In order to address this notion, we need to understand 
any systematic biases that people tend to employ when perceiving their 
significant others.
Systematic Biases in the Perception of Romantic Partners
Research on biases in the perceptions of romantic partners may be 
divided into different classes concerning (a) general biases in the perceptions of 
romantic partners, (b) motivational determinants of biases in the perceptions of 
romantic partners, (c) causal attributions concerning the behavior of romantic 
partners, and (d) differential perceptions of romantic partners between members 
of distressed and non-distressed couples.
General biases in the perceptions of romantic partners. In general, 
research has shown that people tend to idealize their significant others. In other 
words, when describing their romantic partners, people tend to provide very 
socially desirable descriptions (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996). Such a 
tendency to idealize one’s romantic partner may be an extension of the tendency
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for one to appraise his or her friends as relatively more positive than he or she 
appraises the average person (Brown, 1986). In exploring the self-other bias, 
the general tendency for people to assess themselves as better than the 
average person along several dimensions (i.e., the tendency to rate one’s self as 
significantly higher on positively valenced adjectives compared with how one 
rates generalized others), Brown also found that people tend to assess their 
friends as being better than the average person across these same dimensions. 
Indeed, several researchers have replicated this finding (c.f., Taylor & Brown,
1988). While this research does not directly address how people perceive their 
significant others, it is not difficult to imagine that a similar bias exists in the 
perceptions of significant others.
Hall and Taylor (1976) explored systematic tendencies in assessing one’s 
significant other in a sample of married graduate students. Specifically, these 
researchers argued that people are biased towards idealizing their significant 
others. In operationalizing such a bias, they proposed that this bias exists if the 
following two conditions are met: (a) people tend to evaluate their partners more 
positively than their partners rate themselves and (b) people tend to evaluate 
their partners more positively then they rate themselves. For example, if I report 
a higher degree of esteem in my partner than she reports for herself and I report 
a higher degree of esteem in my partner than I report for myself, then, according 
to Hall and Taylor’s operational definition, I may be said idealize my significant 
other. In order to test this hypothesis, subjects were asked to rate themselves
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
32
and their significant others along several dimensions. For almost all of the 
dimensions assessed, their hypothesis was supported: People were found to 
idealize their significant others.
Sandra Murray and her colleagues (e.g., Murray & Holmes, 1993,1994; 
Murray et al., 1996; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a) have also demonstrated 
that people tend to idealize their significant others. In describing how people 
perceive their significant others, Murray takes a stance consistent with Gestalt 
psychology; that people tend to understand their partners as unified wholes 
whose behaviors are relatively consistent. According to Murray, because of 
peoples’ commitments to their romantic partners, people are motivated to 
perceive their partners in positive terms. Furthermore, she proposes, people 
naturally form stories about their partners which are consistent with these 
perceptions. In support of this model, these researchers have shown that 
people tend to create stories about their partners in which positive qualities are 
bolstered and negative qualities are minimized. These authors argue that such 
a strategy helps one maintain confidence in his or her partner.
In a more recent study of this tendency for people to idealize their 
romantic partners, Murray et al. (1996) had both members of dating and married 
couples describe themselves, their significant others, and their ideal significant 
others along several dimensions. These authors found that subjects' 
perceptions of their partners were much more closely related to their 
descriptions of their ideal significant others than to their partners’ descriptions of
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themselves. Again, such a finding suggests that people tend to idealize their 
significant others.
In a similar line of research, McFarland and Ross (1987) had non-married 
subjects who were involved in dating relationships describe their present 
impressions of their partners along several dimensions and then had them 
repeat this process two months later. During this second session, subjects were 
also asked to re-describe their impressions made during the first session. For 
subjects who reported favorable impressions during the second session, their 
memories of their impressions during the first session were, on average, more 
positive than the actual impressions that they reported during the first session.
These authors argued that the subjects who evaluated their partners more 
favorably during the second session were more committed to their partners and 
were, therefore, more motivated to idealize their partners. Thus, they 
reconstructed their earlier impressions of their partners to be consistent with 
their present impressions. These findings demonstrate how people are 
motivated to perceive their partners in a consistent, gestalt manner. In addition, 
these findings also demonstrate that people who are relatively committed to their 
partners tend to idealize their partners.
Motivational determinants of biases in the perceptions of romantic 
partners. Murray & Holmes (1994) proposed that, as commitment in a 
relationship increases, people are motivated to idealize their romantic partners.
Such a view is consistent with cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957).
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According to cognitive dissonance theory, holding dissonant cognitions leads to 
an aversive state which motivates people to alter their cognitions in such a way 
to make the cognitions consistent with one another. The cognition, “I am very 
committed to my partner” is not consistent with the cognition, “My partner is 
rotten to the core.” Hence, anyone who held these two cognitions, according to 
dissonance theory, would be motivated to alter these cognitions in such a way 
so as to reduce dissonance. One obvious method by which to reduce this 
dissonance would be to re-evaluate the partner in a more positive light. The 
cognition, “I am very committed to my partner” is quite consistent with the 
cognition, “My partner walks on water.” Such motivational processes may, in 
part, explain why people tend to idealize their significant others.
Other research related to motivational determinants of biases in 
perceiving one’s significant other is concerned with people’s tendency to 
devalue potential alternative partners when involved in a committed relationship. 
Johnson and Rusbult (1989) argued that people tend to devalue alternative 
partners as a means of maintaining commitment in close relationships. These 
authors proposed two possible reasons for such a phenomenon. First, they 
suggested that people may be motivated to devalue potential alternative 
partners in order to avoid cognitive dissonance. In addition, they proposed that 
this tendency may be a perceptual phenomenon. People in relationships usually 
do perceive their present partners as attractive (e.g., Hall and Taylor, 1976).
Such an attractive anchor may have the effect of making alternatives relatively
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less attractive. For example, Kenrick and Gutlerres (1980) found that men who 
were exposed to extremely attractive women later judged potential blind dates as 
relatively less attractive compared to judgments made by men in a control 
condition who were not previously exposed to extremely attractive women.
In a similar line of research, Simpson, Gangstead, and Lerma (1990) 
found that individuals involved in dating relationships, relative to those not 
involved in relationships, tend to perceive opposite-sex persons as less 
physically and sexually attractive. Interestingly, this effect held true when 
controlling for subjects’ degree of physical attractiveness, self-esteem, empathy, 
self-monitoring, and altruism. Also, this effect disappeared when subjects were 
asked to rate the attractiveness of young same-sex people and older, opposite- 
sex people. These authors argued that young same-sex and older, opposite-sex 
individuals were not considered to be viable alternative partners, and were, 
therefore, judged independently of one’s relationship status.
Research concerning motivational causes of the devaluation of potential 
alternative partners provides some insight into the general phenomenon of why 
people tend to idealize their significant others. In order for a person to feel 
confident in his or her decision to be with his or her romantic partner, one may 
adopt two strategies. First, concerning his or her significant other, idealizing this 
partner would allow one to feel confident in his or her decision to commit to this 
partner. Second, concerning potential alternative partners, devaluing them, or
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seeing them as relatively unattractive, could also function to bolster one's 
confidence in his or her decision to commit to his or her present partner.
Causal attributions concerning the behavior of romantic partners. Hall 
and Taylor (1976) explained the tendency for people to idealize their romantic 
partners in terms of causal attributions. These authors described certain 
attributional biases which may serve to maintain such idealized images of one’s 
romantic partner. Specifically, these authors proposed that an extreme form of 
the self-serving bias exists when people make causal attributions about their 
partners’ behaviors. The self-serving bias is a general tendency for people to 
attribute positive outcomes to dispositional aspects of themselves and to 
attribute negative outcomes concerning themselves to situational factors (Miller 
& Ross, 1975). Hall and Taylor (1976) found that people are prone to these 
same attributional biases when making causal attributions about the behavior of 
their romantic partners. These researchers provided subjects with examples of 
negative and positive experiences and then asked them to think about the 
experience. The following is an example of a statement used: “Your spouse is 
having a heated argument with someone” (p. 756, Hall & Taylor, 1976).
Subjects were then asked to rate such experiences in terms of the extent to 
which they were caused by their spouses’ dispositions as well as the extent to 
which they were caused by situational factors. In general, subjects attributed 
positive outcomes to dispositional qualities of their partners and negative 
outcomes to situational factors. Given these results, Hall and Taylor concluded
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that such attributional biases help people maintain idealized perceptions of their 
romantic partners.
In a review of the literature concerning attributions in marriage, Bradbury 
and Fincham (1990) found that this basic attributional pattern described by Hall 
and Taylor (1976) holds true. Specifically, concerning attributions of one’s 
partner, people tend to give their partners the benefit of the doubt. People tend 
to attribute positive outcomes to dispositional aspects of their partners and 
negative outcomes to situational factors. However, Bradbury and Fincham 
(1990) found that there are certain cases where the exact opposite attributional 
pattern exists. These authors found that, across several studies, satisfaction 
with the relationship tends to mediate the nature of the attributions one makes 
about his or her romantic partner. Relationship satisfaction will be discussed in 
the next section.
In general, for members of satisfying relationships, people tend to make 
causal attributions about their partners which facilitate positive perceptions of 
these partners. Such attributional patterns may interact with motivational factors 
as described in the previous section to enhance people’s perceptions of their 
romantic partners.
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Differential perceptions of romantic partners between members of 
distressed and non-distressed couples. In a study of attribution in marriage, 
Holtzworth-Nlunroe and Jacobson (1985) sought to determine (a) when partners 
tend to make attributions in relationships and (b) what kinds of attributions they 
make. These researchers found large differences in the kinds of attributions 
made between members of non-distressed versus distressed relationships.
They basically found that members of non-distressed couples tend to make 
attributions which give their partners maximal credit for positive events and 
minimal credit for negative events. On the other hand, these researchers found 
that members of distressed relationships tend to attribute negative events to 
partners’ traits which are assessed as stable and global, and to attribute positive 
events concerning their partners to situational factors.
Similarly, in their review of attributions in marriage, Bradbury and Fincham 
(1990) found that members of non-distressed relationships tend to make 
attributions about their partners which serve to enhance their perceptions of their 
partners while this pattern does not hold for members of distressed 
relationships. Across several studies, they found that members of distressed 
relationships tend to blame each other for negative events.
Such research on attribution in relationships shows a clear trend: In non- 
distressed relationships, people make attributions which foster positive partner- 
perceptions while in distressed relationships, people make attributions that 
foster negative partner-perceptions. Gray and Silver (1990) explored how each
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member of a divorced couple described the relationship and the divorce. To the 
extent that divorced relationships represent examples of distressed 
relationships, it should be the case that subjects in their study made attributions 
about their former partner which would serve to enhance negative perceptions of 
these former partners. Although their study did not specifically examine general 
evaluations of the partners, evaluations of the partners were implied in the items 
they used. Subjects saw themselves as “less responsible than the ex-spouse for 
the break-up,... saw themselves as less of a villain and more of a victim than 
they saw their ex-partner, and wanted to reconcile less with their ex-spouse than 
they thought their ex-partner wanted to reconcile with them" (Gray & Silver,
1990, pp. 1185-1186). Such findings clearly show that, when assessing ex- 
partners, the members of divorced relationships tend to employ biases which 
cast these ex-partners in relatively poor light. These results are consistent with 
the notion that members of distressed relationships tend to make attributions 
about their partners which serve to enhance negative perceptions.
In their study of the tendency to idealize romantic partners mentioned 
earlier, Murray et al. (1996) had subjects assess themselves, their partners, and 
their ideal partners. In addition, these subjects were asked to rate their 
satisfaction with their relationships. Interestingly, relationship satisfaction was 
positively correlated with the extent to which subjects’ perceptions of their ideal 
partners matched their perceptions of their partners. Relationship satisfaction 
was uncorrelated with the degree to which their perceptions of their ideal
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partners matched their partners’ perceptions of themselves.
Summary of perceptual biases and template matching phenomena. In 
sum, for individuals in non-distressed, satisfying relationships, there is a clear 
tendency to idealize one’s partner (e.g., Hall & Taylor, 1976). Such idealization 
may be associated with motivational aspects of being involved in a committed 
relationship (e.g., Murray & Holmes, 1994; Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). In 
addition, such idealization seems to be related to the nature of the attributions 
that one makes about his or her partner (e.g., Bradbury & Fincham, 1990).
These general tendencies seem to reverse for members of distressed, 
unsatisfying relationships (e.g., Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Murray, Holmes, & 
Griffin, 1996).
The present work is concerned with the degree to which proposed 
evidence for the template matching hypothesis may actually, in part, be evidence 
for a perceptual bias whereby people tend to (a) idealize their opposite-sex 
parents, (b) idealize their romantic partners, and (c) describe their romantic 
partners as being similar to their opposite-sex parents as a function of the extent 
to which their description of each of these individuals is described in a way that 
describes an ideal person to that particular subject.
Extant research which has examined the template matching hypothesis 
along personality dimensions has neglected to use the ratings of one’s opposite- 
sex parent and significant other (Epstein & Guttman, 1984). Instead, 
researchers have proposed that their results indicate that peoples’ opposite-sex
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parents are similar to their significant others based on data collected exclusively 
from the subject. For example, Wilson and Barrett (1987) had teenage girls 
describe their significant others and their fathers in terms of how 
dominant/submissive they are. These authors interpreted a positive correlation 
between these two variables as evidence for the template matching hypothesis.
According to the present thesis, such a finding may also be explained as a 
bias that these girls employed when describing their significant others and their 
fathers. Specifically, these subjects may tend to idealize their fathers, as people 
tend to idealize their parents. Indeed, one’s parents may provide people with 
prototypes for conceptualizing ideal adult males and females. Such a view 
would be consistent with Bowlby’s attachment theory which proposes that people 
develop internal working models based on their early relationships with their 
caregivers. In addition, to the extent that these girls in Wilson and Barrett’s 
(1987) sample were involved in non-distressed relationships, it is likely that they 
idealized their significant others, as people do tend to idealize their significant 
others (e.g., Hall & Taylor, 1976). Hence, in describing their fathers and their 
significant others, these girls may have used very similar cognitive mechanisms 
in making these descriptions. Specifically, they may have used their internal 
working models of their fathers to describe both their fathers and their significant 
others. Such a scenario would result in a positive correlation between the 
descriptions of a female’s father and her significant other.
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Conclusion and Summary 
The present research is designed to explore issues concerned with the 
psychoanalytic theory of mate selection (e.g., Freud, 1927). According to this 
theory, also called the template matching hypothesis (Daly & Wilson, 1990), 
people try to match unconscious templates of their opposite-sex parents when 
choosing mates. Such a phenomenon may be explained by different theoretical 
perspectives. Psychoanalytic theory proposes that such phenomena result from 
unconscious impulses which develop during the early psychosexual stages 
(Freud, 1927).
Attachment theory proposes that people develop internal working models 
during development based on their relationships with primary caregivers 
(Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1980). Further, it is proposed that adult relationships are 
greatly influenced by such working models. Hence, from the perspective of 
attachment theory, template matching phenomena may reflect a tendency for 
people to seek mates who make sense given their internal working models which 
are formed primarily by early relationships with parents.
Finally, evolutionary theory may be used to explain template matching 
phenomena (Daly & Wilson, 1990). According to evolutionary theory, behaviors 
that are shared by many members of a species must have evolved because they 
increase genetic fitness (i.e., such behaviors increase the probability of an 
individual organism reproducing its genes into succeeding generations).
Therefore, template matching phenomena may represent an unconscious
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strategy that people use to optimize their genetic fitness. Specifically, a person 
may choose a mate who is phenotypically similar to his or her opposite-sex 
parents as this potential mate may also share common genes with the person.
Thus, investing in the genes of that potential mate would, to some degree, 
involve investing in the genes of the self.
Research on the template matching hypothesis has been relatively 
conclusive for physical characteristics (e.g., Jedlicka, 1984). Specifically, 
research has generally shown that people do tend to select mates who are 
physically similar to their opposite-sex parents. Research on the template 
matching hypothesis and personality dimensions, on the other hand, has been 
relatively inconclusive (e.g., Aron, 1974).
One possible reason that research on the template matching hypothesis 
and personality has been inconclusive may have to do with the fact that existing 
research examining this phenomenon has neglected to obtain measures of 
personality for partners and parents based on data collected from these actual 
partners and parents; thus far, research on this subject has relied exclusively on 
the personalities of partners and parents as reported by the subjects (Epstein & 
Guttman, 1984). When the template matching phenomenon is found using such 
a methodological paradigm (e.g., Wilson & Barrett, 1987), it may be more 
reflective of a tendency for people to perceive their significant others as similar 
to their opposite-sex parents than of a tendency for people to choose mates who 
actually are similar to their opposite-sex parents; thus tapping a perceptual bias
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as opposed to a significant factor which influences mate selection.
The present research examined the template matching hypothesis for 
physical characteristics and personality dimensions. The template matching 
phenomenon was assessed as an actual phenomenon by administering all 
measures of physical and personality characteristics to the actual partners and 
parents of the subjects. While the first and third studies include data from the 
opposite-sex parents and the romantic partners, in order to specifically test the 
template matching hypothesis, the second study includes data from the same- 
sex parent as well, to examine the proportional influence of same-sex and 
opposite-sex parents in determining mate selection. It is predicted that actual 
opposite-sex parents will be found to resemble romantic partners in terms of 
both physical and personality characteristics at beyond chance levels. In 
addition, it is predicted that, while actual same-sex parents will also resemble 
romantic partners in terms of both physical and personality characteristics, they 
will not be found to resemble romantic partners as closely as the opposite-sex 
parents.
In addition to assessing the veridicality of the actual template matching 
hypothesis, the present research also examines the template matching 
hypothesis as a perceptual bias. In other words, subjects were asked to 
describe their significant others and parents in order to assess the degree of 
correspondence people perceive between their partners and parents. In 
addition, subjects were asked to describe their ideal romantic partners. It is
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predicted that subjects will report that their partners are similar to their parents, 
especially their opposite-sex parents. In addition, it is predicted that subjects’ 
descriptions of their ideal romantic partners will match their descriptions of both 
parents even more closely, as internal working models developed from one’s 
relationship with his or her parents may provide one with a template for an ideal 
significant other.
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II. STUDY 1
The first study was designed specifically to address the template 
matching hypothesis in a sample of college students who were involved in 
romantic relationships. Subjects involved in such relationships were asked to 
describe themselves, their significant others, their ideal significant others, and 
their opposite-sex parents in terms of personality, attachment style, physical 
characteristics, and demographic characteristics. In addition, materials were 
sent to their actual significant others and opposite-sex parents so that these 
people could provide their own descriptions of themselves.
Method
Subjects
Three classes of individuals served as subjects for Study 1; college 
students involved in monogamous relationships (i.e., primary subjects), a subset 
of their significant others, and a subset of their opposite-sex parents. The 
primary subjects consisted of introductory psychology students at the University 
of New Hampshire who received course credit for participation. In order to be 
eligible for participation, subjects needed to be involved in a monogamous 
romantic relationship for at least six months. Across two semesters, 165 primary 
subjects (95 females; 70 males) participated. The mean age of subjects in the 
primary sample was 19.77 years (SD = 4.52) with a range of 16-54 years. The
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mean length of relationship for this sample was 23.71 months (SD = 32.95) with 
a range of 6-288 months.
In order to collect data from the primary subjects’ significant others and 
opposite-sex parents, subjects were asked to provide their names and 
addresses. It was made dear to subjects that providing this information was 
completely optional. However, as incentive to comply, subjects were told that if 
they provided these names and addresses, they would be entered in a lottery 
with a prize of $100. Indeed, one lucky subject whose name was chosen at 
random was given $100 after the data collection process was completed. 
Approximately half of the subjects provided the names and addresses of their 
opposite sex-parents and significant others.
Using these addresses, which were provided by primary subjects, brief 
questionnaires were sent to the significant others and opposite-sex parents.
Fifty two significant others (25 females; 27 males) returned completed data. 
Their mean age was 20.87 years (SD = 5.99) with a range of 16-49 years. Fifty 
nine opposite-sex parents (24 females; 35 males) returned completed data. 
Their mean age was 48.59 years (SD = 5.47) with a range of 39-66 years. 
Materials
Materials for Study 1 included a personality measure, an attachment style 
measure, and a questionnaire asking for demographic information. The 
personality measure was created for the purposes of this study. This scale was 
designed to tap the Big 5 personality dimensions which are considered by
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modem personality psychologists to be exhaustive of the domains which define 
personality (John, 1990). These five dimensions are neuroticism (the tendency 
to be moody and unstable), extraversion (the tendency to be sociable and seek 
external stimulation), openness (the tendency to welcome new experiences), 
agreeableness (the tendency to be generally pleasant), and conscientiousness 
(the tendency to take care during everyday activities) (Costa & McCrae, 1985, 
1992). The personality scale employed in Study 1 used three adjectives which 
were synonyms for each of these dimensions as well as three adjectives which 
were antonyms for each dimension. In completing this measure, subjects were 
asked to assess the degree to which each adjective described them on a five- 
point scale. Thus, this scale yields five subscales, one corresponding to each of 
the Big 5 dimensions (See Appendix A).
The Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) was employed to 
measure attachment style (See Appendix B). This scale included three 
continuous subscales which roughly correspond to the three attachment styles 
described by Hazan and Shaver (1987). These subscales are anxiety (the 
tendency to be anxious concerning close relationships), dependency (the 
tendency to have problems depending on others), and closeness (the tendency 
to be distrustful of being close to others). Adult attachment style has been 
shown to be related to the Big 5 personality dimensions in theoretically 
meaningful ways, while being a somewhat better predictor of success in
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romantic relationships than the Big 5 dimensions; thus not simply being 
redundant with these dimensions (Shaver & Brennan, 1992).
The final measure employed was a questionnaire for which subjects were 
asked to describe certain physical characteristics (e.g., their eye color) as well 
as certain demographic information (e.g., their religion) (See Appendix C).
Procedure
Subjects completed the measures in groups of approximately 30. During 
each session, subjects were given packets which included four copies of each 
measure: the personality scale, the attachment style measure, and the 
demographic questionnaire. Subjects were instructed to complete each measure 
to describe four different people: themselves, their opposite-sex parents, their 
significant others, and their ideal significant others. The questionnaires were 
worded appropriately depending on the particular target person. For example, 
for male subjects completing the Adult Attachment Scale to describe themselves, 
the first item was worded as follows, 1 often worry my partner will not want to 
stay with me.” However, for male subjects completing this same item to describe 
their mothers, the wording of the item was altered as follows, “She often worries 
that her partner will not want to stay with her.”
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The instructions of the last page of the packet asked subjects to provide 
the names and addresses of their significant others and opposite-sex parents. It 
was made clear to the subjects that providing such information was completely 
optional. Almost all subjects completed the entire packet in less than one hour. 
Questionnaires were sent to significant others and opposite-sex parents of 
subjects who provided their addresses. The questionnaires were identical to the 
ones completed by the primary subjects except that they only asked the partners 
and parents to describe themselves using the personality measure, the 
attachment style measure, and the demographic questionnaire.
Results
As the three studies conducted in the present research are conceptually 
and methodologically similar, the results for all three studies are presented 
together in a combined Results section.
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III. STUDY 2
Study 1 was designed to assess the validity of the template matching 
hypothesis in a college sample. Study 2 was designed to replicate Study 1 with 
certain specific alterations. First, a larger sample was used in order to increase 
the amount of data collected from the actual significant others and parents of 
subjects. In addition, data was collected for same-sex parents as well as for 
opposite-sex parents. This additional data allowed for the assessment of the 
differential influence of each parent on subjects' perceptions and partner choice. 
Another change concerns the Big 5 measure. The NEO-FFI (Neuroticism 
Extraversion Openness Five-Factor Inventory, Costa & McCrae, 1992; See 
Appendix D) was employed instead of the measure created for Study 1. The 
NEO-FFI has been shown to be a highly reliable and valid measure of the Big 5 
trait dimensions and its employment should serve to bolster confidence in the 
obtained results. In addition, a brief measure of perceived relationship 
satisfaction was given to subjects (Murray eta l., 1996; See Appendix E). As 
relationship satisfaction has been shown to influence the degree to which one 
idealizes his or her romantic partner (e.g., Bradbury & Fincham, 1990), this 
measure should allow for the assessment of template matching phenomena in 
light of the influence of relationship satisfaction. Finally, a few more variables 
were incorporated into the demographic questionnaire, such as self-reported
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
52
SAT scores which allow for the estimation of intellectual ability (See Appendix 
F).
Method
The methods employed in Study 2 were identical to the methods 
employed in Study 1 with the following exceptions. First, Study 2 used a 
different Big 5 measure and a slightly different demographic questionnaire (See 
Materials section). Additionally, in Study 2, data concerning subjects' 
perceptions of their same-sex parents as well as data from these actual same- 
sex parents was collected (in Study 1 only data related to subjects’ opposite-sex 
parents was collected). Finally, a slightly different method was employed in 
order to obtain data from actual partners and parents (See Subjects section).
Please refer to the Methods section of Study 1 for a more detailed account of the 
methodology.
Subjects
Four classes of individuals served as subjects for Study 2; college 
students involved in monogamous relationships, referred to as primary subjects 
(N = 327), a subset of their significant others (N = 187), a subset of their 
opposite-sex parents (N = 180), and a subset of their same-sex parents (N =
191). The average age of female subjects (N = 249) was 18.47 (SD = 1.94) with 
a range of 17-42 years. The average age of male subjects (N = 78) was 18.97 
(SD = 2.42) with a range of 17-37 years. Further, the average length of 
relationships was 20.78 months (SD = 20.28) with a range of 1 to 238 months.
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As in Study 1, the primary subjects consisted of introductory psychology 
students at the University of New Hampshire who were currently involved in 
monogamous romantic relationships. Primary subjects received course credit for 
their participation.
In order to collect data from the primary subjects’ actual significant others, 
opposite-sex parents, and same-sex parents, primary subjects were given the 
opportunity to receive extra credit. They obtained extra credit for collecting data 
from their parents and significant others. This data collection procedure served 
to increase the overall response rate of actual parents and significant others.
Subjects were not penalized in any way if they neglected to obtain actual data 
from their actual parents and significant others. However, as an additional 
incentive to comply, subjects for whom complete data was obtained (i.e., 
subjects for whom data was collected from both of their parents and their 
significant others) were entered in a lottery with a prize of $100. One fortunate 
subject chosen at random did actually receive this prize.
Materials
The materials for Study 2 included a personality measure, an attachment 
style measure, a measure of perceived relationship satisfaction, and a 
questionnaire asking for demographic information. The personality measure 
used in Study 2 was the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992; See Appendix D).
This scale contains 60 items for which a subject is supposed to report the 
degree to which each item is characteristic of him or herself. Each item
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represents one of the Big 5 trait dimensions. As in Study 1, the Adult 
Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) was employed to measure attachment 
style (See Appendix B). Also a brief relationship satisfaction questionnaire was 
utilized (Murray et al., 1996; See Appendix E). Finally, a questionnaire for 
which subjects were asked to describe certain physical characteristics (e.g., their 
eye color), demographic information (e.g., their religion), and other 
characteristics (e.g., self-reported SAT scores) was used. This questionnaire 
was similar to the one employed in Study 1 with some alterations (See 
Appendices C and F).
Procedure
The procedure for Study 2 was virtually identical to that of Study 1.
Subjects were asked to describe themselves, their significant others, their ideal 
significant others, their opposite-sex parents, and their same-sex parents in 
terms of personality, attachment style, and demographic information using the 
aforementioned materials. Finally, questionnaires were completed by primary 
subjects’ actual significant others and parents and were then sent to the 
experimenter. These questionnaires were identical to the ones completed by the 
primary subjects except that they only asked the significant others and parents 
to describe themselves using the personality measure, the attachment style 
measure, and the demographic questionnaire.
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IV. STUDY 3
Study 3 was designed to assess the template matching phenomenon in a 
married (or engaged to be married), non-college sample. Studies 1 and 2 are 
concerned with the template matching phenomenon primarily as it influences the 
selection and perceptions of dating partners in college students. However, such 
a phenomenon may play out differently in a married, non-college sample. For 
instance, in choosing a marriage partner, people may weigh similarity to their 
opposite-sex parents more heavily than when simply choosing a dating partner. 
Similarly, married or engaged people may perceive their partners to be even 
more like their parents than non-married, dating students. In order to address 
whether this template matching phenomenon is, indeed, different between 
married (or engaged), non-college students and dating, primarily unmarried, 
college students, Study 3 used married and engaged, non-college students as 
subjects.
Method
The methodology and materials of this study were virtually identical with 
those employed in Study 2. The primary difference between Studies 2 and 3 
involves differences in the populations of the subjects. Also, as sufficient funds 
were not obtained for Study 3, this study did not address the issue of similarity to 
same-sex parents as questions concerning the differential importance of same
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and opposite-sex parents are somewhat unrelated to the issue of differences 
between the samples in Studies 2 and 3 and obtaining this data from same-sex 
parents would have required significantly more funding.
Subjects
Four classes of individuals served as subjects for Study 2; primary 
subjects consisting of married or engaged, non-college student, individuals 
(N = 40), a subset of their significant others (N = 30), and a subset of their 
opposite-sex parents (N = 23). The average age of female subjects (N = 25) 
was 27.44 (SD = 6.06) with a range of 20-42 years. The average age of male 
subjects (N = 15) was 28.40 (SD = 6.71) with a range of 22-45 years. The 
average length of relationships was 58.75 months (SD = 37.48) with a range of 
12 to 169 months. By the time the data was collected, approximately half of the 
subjects were married while the other subjects were engaged to be married.
Primary subjects were recruited from lists of addresses compiled from two 
bridal conventions which were held in Southern New Hampshire during Spring of 
1996. As incentive for participating and for distributing measures to their 
partners, parents, and partners’ parents, primary subjects were given $5.
Insufficient funding did not allow for the $10 incentive reward that was initially 
proposed. Consequently, the size of the samples were relatively small. This 
issue is addressed in the Results and Discussion sections.
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Materials
The materials for Study 3 were identical with the materials for Study 2 
except that no data concerning same-sex parents was collected.
Procedure
Four sets of stimuli, along with postage materials, were sent to 300 
primary subjects. For both the primary subject and her marriage partner, a 
complete set of stimuli was included. These complete sets of stimuli provided 
subjects with scales so that they could describe themselves, their partners, their 
ideal significant others, their opposite-sex parents, and their perceived level of 
relationship satisfaction. In addition, two individual sets of materials were 
included for the opposite-sex parents of both partners to describe themselves.
Also, postage paid envelopes were included to cover the cost of the primary 
subject mailing the questionnaires to her father, the cost of the marriage partner 
mailing the questionnaires to his mother, the cost of parents returning their 
questionnaires to the experimenter, the cost of the primary subject returning her 
questionnaire to the experimenter, and the cost of the marriage partner returning 
his questionnaire to the experimenter. Other than the subject recruitment 
process and the fact that similarity between partners and same-sex parents was 
not addressed, the procedure for Study 3 was virtually identical to that of Study 
2 .
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V. RESULTS
The analyses were chosen so as to specifically test the following 
hypotheses: (A) People perceive their significant others as similar to their 
opposite and same-sex parents in terms of their personalities and attachment 
styles. (B) Similarities in the perceptions of people’s significant others and 
opposite and same-sex parents are not simply artifacts of variance shared 
between people’s self-perceptions and their perceptions of their significant 
others or their self-perceptions and their perceptions of their parents. (C) 
Similarities in the perceptions of people’s significant others with the perceptions 
of their opposite and same-sex parents are not simply artifacts of general 
response biases employed by subjects. (D) People perceive their ideal 
significant others as even more similar to both their opposite and same-sex 
parents than their actual significant others in terms of their personalities and 
attachment styles. (E) People’s significant others’ actual personalities and 
attachment styles are similar to the actual personalities and attachment styles of 
both their opposite and same-sex parents. (F) Overall, significant others (in 
terms of both perception and actuality) are more similar to subjects’ opposite-sex 
parents than to their same-sex parents
While the three present studies share many variables, each is slightly 
different and, as such, the analyses need to take these differences into
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consideration. For one, Study 1 employed a different Big 5 scale than Studies 2 
and 3. As such, the analyses of the Big 5 variables needed to be performed 
separately for Study 1. Also, Study 2 was unique in that it includes data from 
both opposite and same-sex parents. Consequently, all analyses concerning 
same-sex parents were performed exclusively on the data from Study 2.
Additionally, relationship satisfaction was only measured in Studies 2 and 3.
This Results section is organized in such a way as to take these logistical 
concerns into account.
First, descriptive statistics and scale reliabilities will be presented for all 
relevant variables. Next, the primary statistics will be presented. These 
statistics are designed to address the fundamental hypotheses of the present 
undertaking and include correlation, partial correlation, multiple regression and 
Chi-Square analyses. Then sex differences in template-matching phenomena 
will be addressed. Finally, relationship satisfaction will be addressed as it 
relates to template matching phenomena.
Table 1 contains abbreviations that will be used in the Results section 
relating to particular target individuals (e.g., one’s perceived opposite-sex 
parent) as well as abbreviations for the personality dimensions addressed in the 
present research.
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Table 1
Abbreviations for Different Target Individuals 
S: Subject
POSP: Perceived opposite-sex parent 
PSSP: Perceived same-sex parent 
PSO: Perceived significant other 
ISO: Ideal significant other 
AOSP: Actual opposite-sex parent*
ASSP: Actual same-sex parent*
ASO: Actual significant other*
Abbreviations for Personality and Attachment Dimensions 










* The term “actual” here simply means that these variables are based on 
questionnaires that were actually completed by parents and partners, as 
opposed to “perceived,” which refers to variables that are based on 
questionnaires that were completed by primary subjects to describe these 
parents and partners.
Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities 
In order to examine background and demographic variables, such as age, 
all three data sets were combined. Table 2 presents descriptive information for 
most such variables. The information provided includes the mean, standard 
deviation, and N. The variables included in this table correspond to the subject 
him or herself in addition to corresponding to perceptions of both parents,
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perceptions of ideal and actual significant others, actual parent variables, and 
actual significant other variables. Ail variables are collapsed across sex except 
for height and weight which are presented separately for males and females.
Table 2
Means. Standard Deviations, and N for Continuous Background Variables
Variable M SD N
Relationship length (in months) 24.66 28.13 509
Aae in vears:
S 19.65 4.19 532
POSP 47.84 6.23 519
PSSP 45.66 6.06 352
PSO 20.49 6.36 522
ISO 20.74 5.99 521
AOSP 47.97 6.84 263
ASSP 45.82 6.05 193
ASO 21.10 5.57 269
Number of siblinas:
S 2.75 1.07 362
POSP 3.73 2.09 358
PSSP 3.88 1.95 281
PSO 2.95 1.48 366
ISO 3.00 2.20 352
AOSP 3.76 2.35 208
ASSP 3.79 1.85 193
ASO 2.89 1.46 212
SAT scores (Quantitative Section)





AOSP 587.04 95.79 53
ASSP 560.38 77.85 40
ASO 567.88 99.59 126
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Table 2, continued
SAT scores (Verbal Section)





AOSP 555.68 82.41 53
ASSP 571.50 86.30 40
ASO 531.96 83.76 126
AT scores (Combined  ^





AOSP 1134.73 153.04 59
ASSP 1124.10 144.57 50
ASO 1090.60 154.92 150
Height in inches emDlovino 
females as Drimarv subjects 
S 65.04 2.55 369
POSP 70.39 2.85 361
PSSP 64.77 2.96 240
PSO 70.50 2.79 362
ISO 70.94 4.24 364
AOSP 70.14 2.57 202
ASSP 64.86 2.62 167
ASO 70.40 3.10 202
Height in inches employing
males as primary subjects
S 70.72 2.97 162
POSP 64.90 2.68 162
PSSP 70.76 2.90 42
PSO 65.67 2.56 159
ISO 66.78 2.42 161
AOSP 64.45 2.54 66
ASSP 70.31 3.78 29
ASO 65.11 2.44 66
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
63
Table 2, continued
Weight in pounds employing
females as primary subjects
s 129.00 18.84 368
POSP 189.76 32.73 349
PSSP 143.60 24.63 228
PSO 169.60 25.30 360
ISO 173.43 20.50 358
AOSP 187.00 31.03 202
ASSP 143.84 25.40 162
ASO 171.15 28.13 200
Weight in pounds employing
males as primary subjects
S 170.58 24.75 162
POSP 141.09 29.84 158
PSSP 195.50 36.27 42
PSO 125.20 18.13 158
ISO 122.40 13.68 159
AOSP 143.53 27.67 64
ASSP 196.45 35.46 29
ASO 127.92 19.75 65
* No scores were obtained for this variable
Several of the variables included in the background information are 
categorical, rather than continuous, variables. As such, in order to describe 
these particular variables, frequency tables were created for selected categorical 
variables. These frequency tables are found in Table 3.
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Table 3
Frequency Tables for Selected Categorical Background Variables (Percentages 
in Parentheses)
Annual Salary in Thousands of Dollars
(70<100)
s 14(2.6) 63(11.8) 145(27.3) 66(12.4) 55(10.3) 16(3.0)
POSP 35(6.6) 115(21.6) 116(21.8) 45(8.5) 25(4.7) 9(1.7)
PSSP 56(10.5) 100(18.8) 77(14.5) 14(2.6) 13(2.4) 9(1.7)
PSO*
ISO*
AOSP 9(1.7) 29(5.5) 71(13.3) 52(9.8) 30(5.6) 14(2.6)
ASSP 5(.9) 44(8.3) 58(10.9) 49(9.2) 17(3.2) 14(2.6)
ASO 10(1.9) 48(9.0) 72(13.5) 45(8.5) 19(3.6) 17(3.2)
Religious affiliation
Catholic Protestant Jewish Muslim Other
S 325(61.1) 91(17.1) 5(.9) 1 (-2) 69(13)
POSP 361(67.9) 83(15.6) 8(1.5) 1 (-2) 41(7.7)
PSSP 167(31.4) 76(14.3) 5 (9 ) 0(0) 33(6.2)
PSO 329(61.8) 80(15) 5 (9 ) 3 (6 ) 59(11.1)
ISO 270(50.8) 75(14.1) 0(0) 0(0) 82(15.4)
AOSP 163(30.6) 66(12.4) 5 (9 ) 0(0) 22(4.1)
ASSP 102(19.2) 68(12.8) 4 (8 ) 0(0) 21(3.9)
ASO 156(29.3) 50(9.4) 1 (2) 0(0) 44(8.3)
Environment of UDbrinoino
Rural Small town Suburban Urban
S 65(12.2) 270(50.8) 158(29.7) 38(7.1)
POSP 69(13.0) 191(35.9) 170(32.0) 93(17.5)
PSSP 37(7.0) 97(18.2) 103(19.4) 43(8.1)
PSO 66(12.4) 247(46.4) 157(29.5) 50(9.4)
ISO 55(10.3) 238(44.7) 184(34.6) 40(7.5)
AOSP 21(3.9) 114(21.4) 89(16.7) 44(8.3)
ASSP 23(4.3) 76(14.3) 69(13.0) 27(5.1)
ASO 24(4.5) 133(25.0) 88(16.5) 21(3.9)




VervConserv. Conservative Moderate Liberal Very Liberal
s 11(2.1) 78(14.7) 286(53.8) 128(24.1) 20(3.8)
POSP 37(7.0) 162(30.5) 233(43.8) 72(13.5) 11(2.1)
PSSP 9(1.7) 66(12.4) 157(29.5) 37(7.0) 7(1.3)
PSO 16(3.) 85(16.0) 269(50.6) 121(22.7) 18(3.4)
ISO 5(.9) 66(12.4) 310(58.3) 125(23.5) 15(2.8)
AOSP 13(2.4) 100(18.8) 111(20.9) 35(6.6) 5 (9)
ASSP 5(.9) 55(10.3) 95(17.9) 32(6.) 6(1.1)
ASO 11(2.1) 50(9.4) 124(23.3) 60(11.3) 13(2.4)
* No scores were obtained for this variable
Fourteen scales comprised of multiple items were employed in the 
present research. These measures include the five personality scales 
corresponding to the Big 5 traits created for and used in Study 1, the five 
personality scales (Costa & McCrae, 1992) corresponding to these traits used in 
Studies 2 and 3, the three adult attachment style scales (Collins & Read, 1990) 
used in all three studies, and the Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire 
(Murray et al., 1996) which was used in Studies 2 and 3. In order to assess the 
internal reliability of these scales, Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed 
for each scale (See Table 4). Table 4 also includes descriptive information for 
each of these different scales including the mean, standard deviation, and N for 
each variable.
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Table 4
Mean. Standard Deviation. N. and Cronbach’s a  for Personality and Attachment 
Measures
Big 5 Personality Scales Employed in Study 1*
ODenness M SD N a
S 21.47 3.31 165 .66
POSP 19.57 4.42 162 .75
PSSP**
PSO 21.35 3.97 159 .69
ISO 25.38 2.17 164 .37
AOSP 20.75 2.93 59 .45
ASSP**
ASO 22.04 2.66 52 .51
Conscientiousness M SD N a
S 23.64 3.09 165 .55
POSP 23.49 4.02 162 .63
PSSP**
PSO 21.70 4.38 159 .70
ISO 23.91 2.79 164 .32
AOSP 24.83 3.75 59 .61
ASSP**
ASO 23.81 3.51 52 .69
Extraversion M SD N a
S 21.91 4.76 165 .86
POSP 21.40 5.36 162 .87
PSSP**
PSO 22.70 5.22 159 .87
ISO 24.76 3.64 164 .78
AOSP 20.95 5.14 59 .86
ASSP**
ASO 22.69 4.06 52 .83
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Table 4, continued
Aareeableness M SD N a
S 24.39 3.37 165 .77
POSP 21.81 4.99 162 .87
PSSP**
PSO 23.85 4.30 159 .83
ISO 27.07 2.29 164 .58
AOSP 22.81 3.34 59 .61
ASSP**
ASO 24.08 3.57 52 .77
Neuroticism M SD N a
S 15.14 3.18 165 .65
POSP 14.65 4.35 162 .72
PSSP**
PSO 16.36 4.77 159 .77
ISO 11.40 2.51 164 .56
AOSP 13.75 2.94 59 .54
ASSP**
ASO 15.13 3.49 52 .64
Big 5 Personality Scales Employed in Studies 2 and 3 (NEO-FFI: Costa & 
McCrae. 1992)**
Ooenness M SD N a
S 40.06 6.46 366 .67
POSP 35.26 6.62 360 .63
PSSP 37.81 6.92 282 .68
PSO 38.18 7.66 366 .73
ISO 42.65 6.72 366 .72
AOSP 37.19 7.07 213 .69
ASSP 38.91 7.77 196 .76
ASO 39.08 7.17 217 .69
Conscientiousness M SD N a
S 45.50 6.92 366 .83
POSP 49.49 9.28 360 .91
PSSP 50.94 8.14 282 .90
PSO 44.77 8.79 366 .89
ISO 52.95 5.17 366 .83
AOSP 47.33 8.01 213 .87
ASSP 48.93 7.11 196 .82
ASO 43.83 7.95 217 .83
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Table 4, continued
Extraversion M SD N a
S 44.96 6.81 366 .79
POSP 40.21 8.25 360 .82
PSSP 42.67 8.01 282 .83
PSO 44.80 7.47 366 .81
ISO 48.87 5.56 366 .74
AOSP 40.87 7.11 214 .72
ASSP 41.15 7.29 196 .77
ASO 42.98 7.20 217 .79
Aareeableness M SD N a
S 46.68 6.44 366 .77
POSP 44.49 9.41 360 .88
PSSP 47.78 9.09 282 .89
PSO 44.67 7.97 366 .83
ISO 50.62 5.44 366 .75
AOSP 45.56 6.84 213 .76
ASSP 49.16 6.28 196 .76
ASO 42.83 7.46 217 .78
Neuroticism M SD N a
S 33.34 8.17 366 .84
POSP 30.17 9.08 360 .86
PSSP 31.81 9.03 282 .87
PSO 30.14 8.62 366 .86
ISO 22.55 5.62 366 .70
AOSP 27.72 7.81 213 .83
ASSP 29.45 8.43 196 .83
ASO 30.30 7.76 217 .79
Attachment Style Scales Employed in Studies 1. 2. and 3*
Anxietv M SD N a
S 13.36 4.35 530 .67
POSP 12.06 4.28 522 .61
PSSP 12.86 5.00 280 .73
PSO 15.17 5.31 525 .76
ISO 11.92 3.21 530 .43
AOSP 11.80 4.03 272 .59
ASSP 11.32 4.16 196 .65
ASO 14.09 3.80 269 .49
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Table 4, continued
Closeness M SD N a
S 11.76 4.12 530 .74
POSP 12.94 4.67 522 .77
PSSP 11.61 4.43 280 .79
PSO 13.01 4.59 525 .77
ISO 10.28 3.48 530 .74
AOSP 13.73 3.92 270 .59
ASSP 12.44 4.15 196 .70
ASO 13.29 4.27 269 .67
Deoendencv M SD N a
S 14.28 4.67 530 .78
POSP 15.04 5.35 522 .83
PSSP 13.99 5.30 280 .85
PSO 14.81 4.71 525 .79
ISO 10.77 4.00 530 .66
AOSP 16.29 4.29 272 .64
ASSP 15.52 4.57 196 .75
ASO 15.99 4.40 269 .68
Primary Subjects’ Reported Levels of Relationship Satisfaction (Relationship 
Satisfaction Questionnaire: Murray etal.. 1996)****
M________ SD_________ N__________ a
Relationship Satisfaction 13.55 2.11 363 .83
* Each scale is comprised of six items on a five-point Likert scale.
** No scores were obtained for this variable.
*** Each scale is comprised of twelve items on a five-point Likert scale.
**** This scale is comprised of three items on a five-point Likert scale.
These descriptive statistics on the personality and attachment variables 
provide some interesting pieces of information. For instance, the pattern of data 
for the “ideal significant other” variables tends to be indicative of the relative 
valence for each trait. For example, for both Big Five measures, the ideal 
significant others’ scores were the highest of all targets for the variables of 
openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness; thus indicating
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that these characteristics are generally held in positive regard. The converse is 
true for neuroticism and the three attachment styles which are all scored in such 
a way so that higher scores tend to mean less stable. Additionally, an 
unexpected pattern may be observed concerning subjects’ perceptions of their 
parents. It was expected that subjects’ parents would be perceived as relatively 
positive along the different dimensions being assessed as it was proposed that, 
in general, individuals tend to idealize their parents. According to Hall and 
Taylor (1976), idealization exists when one assesses another as more positive 
than he or she assesses him or herself in addition to judging that other as more 
positive than he or she describes him or herself. For instance, it would be 
expected that subjects wouid rate their opposite-sex parents as more agreeable 
than the subjects rate themselves and, further, that subjects would rate their 
opposite-sex parents as more agreeable than the opposite-sex parents rated 
themselves. The results described in Table 4 clearly do not suggest that such 
idealization existed across the three samples. Subjects almost invariably rated 
themselves more positively than their parents on the different dimensions in 
addition to rating their parents less positively than their parents (both opposite 
and same-sex) rated themselves. Thus, any positive correlations which may be 
found between subjects’ descriptions of their parents and their descriptions of 
their ideal significant others must not come from subjects simply describing both 
their parents and ideal significant others in absolutely idealized terms. This
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issue will be discussed in more detail in an ensuing section of the Results 
section as well as in the Discussion.
Also of some interest in Table 4 are the reliability coefficients. In general, 
the reliabilities of the different measures were acceptable. The reliabilities of the 
Big Five scales created for and employed in Study 1 were, on average, a bit 
lower than for the other scales. However, for the most part, the Cronbach Alpha 
coefficients indicated that these scales had sufficient internal reliability, 
interestingly, across almost all measures, the reliabilities for the scales used to 
evaluate ideal significant others were generally lower than the reliabilities for the 
other target individuals. For instance, in Study 1, alpha for subjects’ openness 
was .66 while alpha for ideal significant others’ openness was .37. This effect 
forms a general pattern across the different scales employed. It may be the 
case that when subjects describe their ideal significant others, all subjects tend 
to use the same algorithms which lead to ceiling effects for those variables.
Thus, the variance for those variables tends to be low (as indicated by the 
standard deviations) and the internal reliability tends to be relatively low as well.
For the most part, the alpha coefficients were acceptable for the ideal significant 
other variables and, as these variables were found to be significantly correlated 
with other variables (see next section), they were deemed adequate for the 
present research.
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Analyses Concerning Primary Hypotheses 
In order to address the issue of similarity between significant others 
(ideal, perceived, and actual) and parents (for same and opposite-sex, both 
perceived and actual), the analyses will be described in the following manner.
For Study 1, zero-order correlation, partial correlation, and multiple regression 
analyses will be presented on the Big Five variables employed exclusively in 
that study. Next, the results from the Big Five scales used in Studies 2 and 3 will 
be presented. The analyses described for these studies will be virtually identical 
with the analyses described for Study 1. The analyses will also include results 
from the attachment scales across all studies (as the same attachment measure 
(Collins & Read, 1990) was employed in each study).
Study 1
This study utilized five trait scales corresponding to the Big Five traits of 
openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. 
Additionally, for each subject, six target individuals existed: the subject him or 
herself, perceived opposite-sex parent, perceived significant other, ideal 
significant other, actual opposite-sex parent, and actual significant other (Recall 
that the same-sex parents were not included in Study 1). In order to assess the 
relationship between people’s perceptions of their significant others and 
opposite-sex parents, correlations between the significant others’ personalities 
(as reported by the subjects) and the opposite-sex parents’ personalities (as 
reported by the subjects) were conducted. As five scores were calculated for
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each target, a total of 25 correlation coefficients were computed (See Table 5).
The correlations of primary interest concerned the relationship between a 
significant other’s score on a given variable (e.g., extraversion) and the 
opposite-sex parent’s score on that same variable. While correlations between 
a significant other’s score on a given variable (e.g., extraversion) and the 
opposite-sex parent’s score on a different variable (e.g., agreeableness) may be 
interesting, they are less relevant to the template matching hypothesis which 
proposes that one’s significant other should bear some similarity to the opposite- 
sex parent along the same dimension. Thus, while 25 correlations were 
calculated, five correlations, those representing the degree to which people 
perceive their significant other and opposite-sex parent to be similar along the 
same dimension, were of primary interest. Of these five correlations, all were 
positive and significantly different from 0 (r(156) ranged from .21 - .39, p < .05).
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Table 5
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables
Perceived Significant Other
0 C E A N
0  .21** .20* .12 .28** 1 O *
C .19* .34** .09 .19* -.04
Perceived
ODDOsite-
«h-T““Uil .21** .23** .26** -29*1
Sex
Parent A .14 .15 .15 .24** - . 25*
IZ i o cn -.03 -.26** -.22** .37**
* £  < .05; ** e  < .01; N = 157; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
The next analysis addressed whether subjects’ ideal significant others 
were described as similar to their opposite-sex parents. Interestingly, although 
subjects’ perceptions of their present significant others were significantly related 
to their perceptions of their opposite-sex parents, their conceptualizations of 
their ideal significant others were even more closely related to their perceptions 
of their opposite-sex parents (See Table 6). Of five correlations of interest, all 
were positive and significantly different from 0 (r(156) ranged from .24 - .46, g < 
.05).
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Table 6
Correlations Between Perceived Opposite-sex Parent and Ideal Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables
Ideal Significant Other
0 C E A N
0 .24** .13 .04 .28** -.06
C .24** .44** .27** .22** -.07
Perceived
ODDOsite- E .16* .01 .44** .17* -.21**
Sex
Parent A .23** .17* .10 .28** -.22**
N -.07 -.04 -.30** -.10 .46**
* p <  .05; **p  < .01; N = 157; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
As both perceived significant other variables and ideal significant other 
variables were found to be positively related to perceived opposite-sex parent 
variables in the previous two sets of analyses, it is natural to ask which set of 
variables is more strongly related to the opposite-sex parent variables. For 
example, is ideal significant other neuroticism more strongly correlated with 
perceived opposite-sex parent neuroticism than is perceived significant other 
neuroticism? A West proposed by Hotelling (1940) was employed to address 
this question. This statistic tests whether one variable is significantly more 
related to some dependent variable than is some other variable. Using this 
method, it was found that, of five Wests performed, one was significant.
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Specifically, the correlation between ideal significant others’ extraversion and 
perceived opposite-sex parents’ extraversion (r(156) = .44) was significantly 
greater than perceived significant others’ extraversion and perceived opposite- 
sex parents’ extraversion (r(156) = .23; t(154) = 2.80, g < .01).
The two previous correlation analyses are concerned with perceived 
similarity. The two following analyses, on the other hand, are concerned with 
actual similarity. First, for all Big Five variables, scores from subjects’ actual 
significant others were correlated with scores from their actual opposite-sex 
parents (See Table 7). Due to a low response rate from actual opposite-sex 
parents and actual significant others, the N for the present analysis was 
relatively low (N = 36) and, as such, the results must be considered with caution.
Of five relevant correlations one was significantly different from 0. Specifically, 
subjects’ significant others and opposite-sex parents scored similarly on the 
dimension of conscientiousness (r(35) = .38, g < .05). Results were inconclusive 
for the other four dimensions.
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Table 7
Correlations Between Actual Opposite-sex Parent and Actual Significant Other 





0 C E A N
0 M .12 .12 .27 -.24
c .29 .38* .30 .09 -.07
E .15 .31 22 .25 -.29
A .14 -.01 .15 JO -.23
N .16 .29 .02 .19 -.07
* g  < .05; N = 36; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
Next, in order to address the issue of whether subjects base their 
conceptualizations of their ideal significant others on characteristics that their 
opposite-sex parents actually possess, scores from actual opposite-sex parents 
were correlated with scores representing subjects’ ideal significant others (See 
Table 8). Again, due to a low response rate, these correlations must be 
regarded with caution. Of five relevant correlations, two were found to be both 
positive and significantly different from 0. Specifically, subjects’ ideal significant 
others and actual opposite-sex parents scored similarly on the dimensions of 
extraversion (r(58) = .43, g < .01) and neuroticism (r(58) = .46, g < .01).
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Table 8






0 c E A N
0 M -.21 -.14 .07 .11
c .04 -.12 .14 .21 .10
E .18 .01 .43** .04 -.15
A -.14 -.11 -.07 -.11
N -.08 -.17 ' -.05 -.09 .46**
B < .01; N = 59; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
Based on the zero-order correlation analyses described above, we may 
tentatively conclude that people do perceive their significant others as similar to 
their opposite-sex parents and that people perceive their ideal significant others 
as even more similar to their opposite-sex parents. As the sample concerned 
with the question of actual similarity between partners and parents is relatively 
small, the results concerning actual similarity between significant other and 
opposite-sex parent, in addition to the results concerning similarity between 
people’s ideal significant others and actual opposite-sex parents, are 
inconclusive based on Study 1. These same questions will be addressed with a 
more substantial sample in Studies 2 and 3.
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Partial correlations. The next analysis was designed to assess whether 
the correlations concerned with perceived similarity described above might have 
resulted from two artifactual sources. First, if subjects perceived their significant 
others as similar to themselves and perceived their opposite-sex parents as 
similar to themselves, then any correlations between significant others and 
opposite-sex parents could result simply from the fact that both are perceived as 
similar to the self. In addition, if subjects tended to employ the same response 
biases in completing all of the measures, then positive correlations could result 
simply from this shared methodology (i.e., having the same subject complete all 
measures). In order to address both of these above points, the five correlations 
of primary interest (described above) were re-conducted controlling for subjects’ 
scores on the variables of interest. For example, a correlation was computed 
between the perceptions of the significant other and opposite-sex parent on the 
trait of extraversion partialling out the subject’s own score on the extraversion 
measure. Partialling out the subject’s own score should control for both of the 
possible artifacts described above. After controlling for subjects’ scores on the 
five variables of interest, the correlations between the perceptions of the 
significant other and opposite-sex parent on these five dimensions remained 
positive and significantly different from 0 (partial r(154) ranged from .15 - .31, g <
.05; See Table 9).
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Table 9
Partial Correlations Between Perceived ODDOsite-sex Parent and Perceived
Sianificant Other for 5 Personality Variables Controllina for Subiects’ Scores on
Those Variables
Perceived Sianificant Other








*£ < .0 5 ; * *£  < .01; N = 154
The next analysis was similar to the previous analysis except that it was 
concerned with perceived similarity between one’s ideal significant other (as 
opposed to one’s perceptions of his or her actual significant other) and opposite- 
sex parent. As with the partial correlations between perceived significant other 
and perceived opposite-sex parent, all correlations remained positive and 
significantly different from 0 after controlling for subjects’ own scores on each 
variable (partial r(156) ranged from .14 - .37, p < .05; See Table 10).
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Table 10
Partial Correlations Between Perceived ODDOsite-sex Parent and Ideal
Sianificant Other for 5 Personality Variables Controllina for Subjects’ Scores on
Those Variables
Ideal Sianificant Other








* e <  .05; * *£ <  .01; N = 159
The above partial correlations suggest that subjects do perceive that their 
significant others and their ideal significant others are similar to their opposite- 
sex parents. By controlling for subjects’ own scores on the relevant variables, 
we may confidently rule out the possibility that positive correlations observed 
between perceptions of partners (real or ideal) and opposite-sex parents were 
merely artifacts of (a) perceptions of similarity between subjects and both 
partners and parents as well as (b) subjects' general response biases. In other 
words, the subjects in Study 1 did actually perceive such similarities to exist.
Multiple regression analyses. Next, multiple regression analyses were 
performed in order to determine what variables are most predictive of perceived
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significant others as well as ideal significant others. As the sample for actual 
significant others and actual opposite-sex parents was relatively small in this 
study, and multiple regression analyses need relatively large samples, variables 
representing actual significant others and opposite-sex parents will be omitted 
from the present analyses. In these different analyses, variables representing 
the significant other (either perceived or ideal) served as dependent variables.
For instance, perceived significant others’ extraversion served as a dependent 
variable in one analysis. Predictor variables for this analysis included (a) ideal 
significant others’ extraversion, (b) perceived opposite-sex parents’ extraversion, 
and (c) subjects’ own extraversion. Similar multiple regression analyses were 
conducted for other personality variables.
Of five multiple regression analyses conducted to determine the best 
predictors of variables related to subjects’ perceived significant others, all 
yielded significant multiple R’s (See Table 11). For each of the five regression 
analyses, the ideal significant other variable predicted a significant amount of 
variability in the dependent variable. Further, for two of the analyses, the 
perceived opposite-sex parent variable predicted a significant amount of 
variability. Specifically, for both perceived significant others’ conscientiousness 
and neuroticism, perceived opposite-sex parents’ scores on those respective 
traits accounted for a significant amount of variability in the dependent variables.
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Table 11
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Characteristics of Perceived Sianificant 
Others from Ideal Significant Others. Perceived Qpposite-sex Parents, and Self- 
Perceptions
Perceived Significant Others' Openness (DV1
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
ISO-O .65 .35 .10 4.41**
POSP-O .11 .12 .01 1.61
S -0 .06 .05 .00 .58
Constant 1.56 .45
R2 = .18
R2 (adjusted) = .16 
R = .42**
Perceived Sianificant Others' Conscientiousness (DV1
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
ISO-C .56 .36 .08 3.98**
POSP-C .21 .19 .03 2.38*
S-C -.05 .12 .00 -.41
Constant 4.68 1.57
R2 = .21
R2 (adjusted) = .19 
R = .46**
Perceived Sianificant Others' Extraversion (DV)
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
ISO-E .79 .54 .17 5.84**
POSP-E .04 .04 .00 .49
S-E -.17 -.15 .01 -1.7
Constant 6.16 2.36*
R2 = .23
R2 (adjusted) = .22 
R = .48**
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Table 11, continued
Perceived Sianificant Others' Aoreeableness fDVI
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
ISO-A .52 .28 .06 3.45“
POSP-A .10 .12 .01 1.51
S-A .23 .19 .03 2.32*
Constant 1.87 .50
R2 = .20
R2 (adjusted) = .18 
R = .45**
Perceived Significant Others’ Neuroticism (DV)
Independent Variables B P sr2 t
ISO-N .37 .20 .03 2.31*
POSP-N .26 .24 .04 2.85**
S-N .19 .13 .01 1.57
Constant 5.26 2.63**
R2 = .19
R (adjusted) = .18
R = .44**
* £  < .05; * *£ < .0 1
Similarly, of five multiple regression analyses conducted to determine the 
best predictors of variables related to subjects’ ideal significant others, all 
yielded significant multiple R’s (See Table 12). Further, for all regression 
analyses except the one designed to predict ideal significant others’ openness, 
all three predictors (including perceived significant other, perceived opposite-sex 
parent, and perceived self characteristics) were significant. Perceived opposite-
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sex parent openness did not account fcr a significant amount of variability in 
ideal significant other openness.
Table 12
Multiple Repression Analyses Predicting Characteristics of Ideal Significant 
Others from Perceived Significant Others. Perceived Qpposite-sex Parents, and 
Self-Perceptions
Ideal Significant Others’ Openness (DV)
Independent Variables B 0 sr2 t
PSO-O .17 .04 .10 4.41**
POSP-O .04 .07 .00 1.02
S -0 .20 .31 .08 4.19**
Constant 1.56 13.93**
R2 = .26
R2 (adjusted) = .25 
R = .51**
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Conscientiousness (DV1
Independent Variables B 0 sr2 t
PSO-C .17 .26 .06 3.97**
POSP-C .15 .21 .04 3.14**
S-C .39 .42 .15 6.41**
Constant 7.69 5.03**
R2 = .43
R (adjusted) = .42
R = .66**
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Table 12, continued
Ideal Significant Others* Extraversion (DV)

















R2 (adjusted) = .52 
R = .72**
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Aareeableness fDV)

















R2 (adjusted) = .25 
R = .52
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Table 12, continued
Ideal Sianificant Others* Neuroticism (DV)
IndeDendent Variables B P sr2 t
PSO-N .09 .17 .03 2.31*
POSP-N .18 .31 .08 4.05**
S-N .19 .24 .05 3.22**
Constant 4.42 4.64**
R2 = .29
R2 (adjusted) = .28
R = .54**
* B < .05; * *£  < .01
In sum, the results from Study 1 indicate that, in general, people perceive 
their opposite-sex parents to be similar to their significant others as well as to 
their ideal significant others along the Big Five personality dimensions. The 
results from the partial correlation analyses suggest that this perceived similarity 
is not an artifact resulting from perceived similarity between one’s self and both 
his or her opposite-sex parent and significant other. Further, the regression 
analyses demonstrated that information concerning how people perceive their 
opposite-sex parents is predictive of how they perceive both their significant 
others as well as their ideal significant others.
While the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) was employed 
in Study 1, it was also employed in Studies 2 and 3 and, as such, this data will 
all be pooled together and presented in the next section.
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Studies 2 and 3
Studies 2 and 3 both employed identical variables. However, they 
differed in terms of their samples. Study 2 employed 327 college students who . 
were involved in monogamous relationships. Study 3 employed 40 individuals 
who were either engaged or married at the time of their participation. These two 
different samples were employed in order to assess whether template matching 
phenomena are differentially manifest between people who are dating versus 
people who are further along in their relationships. As the N for Study 3 is 
marginal, it would be useful to pool the data from Study 3 with the data from 
Study 2. However, such pooling of data would only make sense if the same 
general patterns of results were found for the different samples. Thus, in order 
to determine whether it would be fair to pool the data from Studies 2 and 3, in 
addition to determining whether the template matching phenomenon is similar 
between these two samples, zero order correlations between perceived 
significant others and perceived opposite-sex parents were calculated for the Big 
Five dimensions separately for Study 2 (See Table 13) and Study 3 (See Table 
14).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
89
Table 13
Correlations Between Perceived Opposite-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant 






0 C E A N
0  2&Z -.01 .02 -.01 .04
C .10* .13* .10* .10* -.09*
COorUi| .00 .14** .01 -.07
A -.12* .10* .02 TJ9 -.09
N .01 .01 -.09 -.16**
toCO
* £  < .05; ** p < .01; N = 321; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
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Table 14
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Study 3
Perceived Sianificant Other
0 C E A N
o  2Z. .17 .12 .09 -.12
C -.05 .29* .25 .34* -.19
Perceived
ODDOsite- E -.10 .16 .24 .12 -.09
S_ex
Parent A -.02 .02 .19 .51** .16
N .16 -.23 -.02 -.21 J 1
*g <  .05; < .01; N = 38; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
As can be seen by comparing Tables 13 and 14, the general pattern of 
correlations is similar between the two samples. All relevant correlations are 
positive in both samples and most are significantly different firom 0 (the sample 
from Study 3 suffers from low power as its N is insufficient). Perhaps the one 
discrepancy of interest concerns the dimension of agreeableness. In Study 2, 
there was not a significant relationship between perceived significant others’ 
agreeableness and perceived opposite-sex parents’ agreeableness, whereas in 
Study 3, there was a large positive correlation (r(38) = .51, p < .01). Perhaps 
partners’ agreeableness is a more important consideration for engaged 
individuals and, as such, they are more likely to project the degree of
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agreeableness they perceive in their opposite-sex parent onto their partner. In 
any event, these results were not found to be disparate in general and, as such, 
the data from Studies 2 and 3 were pooled. Note that all variables concerning 
same-sex parent will be exclusively based on the sample from Study 2 as this 
was the only study to address same-sex parents.
In addition to addressing the template matching hypothesis in terms of the 
Big Five personality traits, the present section will also address this hypothesis 
in relation to the three adult attachment variables. However, as the same 
attachment style scales were employed in all three studies, analyses on 
attachment style will be based on all three samples pooled together. Thus, all 
analyses of the Big Five personality traits will be based on Studies 2 and 3 
(except ones concerning same-sex parents which will be exclusively based on 
Study 2) and all analyses concerned with attachment dimensions will be based 
on results across all three studies (again, except any such analyses concerning 
same-sex parents which relate exclusively to Study 2).
For the most part, the analyses performed on the data from Studies 2 and 
3 mirror the analyses performed on Study 1. However, as Studies 2 and 3 
incorporated more variables than Study 1, certain additional analyses were 
conducted. First, subjects in Study 2 were asked to describe their same-sex 
parents in addition to their opposite-sex parents. As such, these analyses will 
include variables representing perceived and actual same-sex parents. Also, 
enough actual significant others and parents responded in these studies to
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warrant analyzing data collected from these actual others. The order of the 
analyses will follow the order used to describe the data from Study 1: zero-order 
correlations, partial correlations, and multiple regression analyses.
Zero order correlations were performed in order to assess similarity 
between each of the following pairs: (a) perceived opposite-sex parent and 
perceived significant other (Table 15), (b) perceived same-sex parent and 
perceived significant other (Table 16), (c) perceived opposite-sex parent and 
ideal significant other (Table 17), (d) perceived same-sex parent and ideal 
significant other (Table 18), (e) actual opposite-sex parent and actual significant 
other (Table 19), (f) actual same-sex parent and actual significant other (Table 
20), (g) actual opposite-sex parent and ideal significant other (Table 21), and (h) 
actual same sex-parent and ideal significant other.
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Table 15
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant 






0 C E A N AN DE CL
0 .28** .00 .03 .00 .03 -.07 .03 .06
c .09* .14** .11* .11* -.09* -.07 -.13* -.04
E -.04 .02 .15** .02 -.08 -.03 -.02 .01
A -.10* .09* .04 .12* -.05 -.05 -.07 .01
N .02 -.02 -.08 -.16** .29** .16** .11* .07
AN .05 .05 -.06 -.14** .11* .19** .11 .08*
DE .13** -.09* -.09* -.09* .09* .14** .26** .10*
CL .02 -.13** -.16** -.16** .13** .18** .20** .18**
*p <  .05; ** f i < .01; N = 359 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 516 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 16
Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Perceived Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables and 3 Attachment-stvle Variables
Perceived Sianificant Other
0  C E A N AN DE CL
0  J& Z .17** .11** .10* -.07 -.09 -.05 -.03
C .10 .13* .38** .19** -.16** -.16** -.26** -.18
Perceived
Same- E .11* .23** .28** .19** -.19** -.14** -.16** -.19**
Sex
Parent A .13* .17** .22** .29** -.22** -.21** -.17* -.17*
N -.03 -.14* -.24** -.17** .22** .24**
(o>eg .21**
AN .04 -.04 -.19** -.15** .15** .21** .13* .16**
DE .11* -.07 -.19** -.08 .11* .16** .19** .18**
CL -.05 -.10 -.18** -.10* .18** .19** .17** .27**
* B < .05; ** fi < .01; N = 282 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 516 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 17
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Ideal Significant 






0 £ E A N AN DE CL
0  J32T; .03 .06 -.03 .10* -.03 .06 .04
C -.00 .15** .16** .20** -.07 -.04 -.07 -.23**
E -.11* .02 .17** .03 .02 -.06 -.07 -.06
IDor<l .13** .13** .24** -.13** -.11* -.15** -.16**
N .05 -.14** -.10* -.25**
toCO .17** .08 .19**
AN .03 -.04 -.10* -.15** .18** .30**
«00o .16*
DE .14** -.07 -.11* -.14** .14** .14** .31** .21**
CL .03 -.13** -.17** -.15** .13** .13** .25** .26**
* £  < .05; * *£  < .01; N = 359 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 516 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 18
Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Ideal Sianificant Other 






0 C E A N AN DE CL
0 .38** .02 .01 .06 .03 -.09 .07 -.01
c .07 .22** .25** .22** -.08 -.09 -.18** -.16“
E -.01 .16** .40** .17** -.12* -.17** -.24** -.26**
A .10 .18** .21** .41** -.15** -.15** -.15** -.21“
N .02 -.21** -.23** -.24** .26** .21** .17** .23**
AN .00 -.09 -.11* -.24** .19** .31** .13* .17**
DE .10 -.17** -.21** -.17** .14** .19** .32** .37**
CL -.03 -.18**
to>CMr 1oCM1* .25** .25** .22** .43**
* £> < .05; * * £ <  .01; N = 282 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 280 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 19
Correlations Between Actual Opposite-sex Parent and Actual Sianificant Other 





0 £ E A N AN DE CL
0  J 5 ! .13* .05 .06 -.10 -.10 -.00 -.07
C .09 -.08 .06 .05 -.01 .03 .03 -.01
E .13* .01 JO .06 -.10 .08 .07 -.01
A .08 .03 .10 .15* -.01 -.07 -.09 -.06
N -.08 .02 -.05 -.03 .13* .01 -.05 .02
M  - 09 .01 -.08 -.14* -.02 -.08 .04 .16*
DE -.06 -.02 -.04 -.11 .10 -.05 JD0 .10
CL -.09 -.05 -.17** -.12* .18** .03 .13* .21**
* g < .05; ** e  < .01; N = 194 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 230 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 20
Correlations Between Actual Same-sex Parent and Actual Significant Other for 5 
Personality Variables and 3 Attachment-stvle Variables
Actual Significant Other
0 C E A N AN DE CL
0 -.07 -.11 -.11 .12 .14* .18** .14*
C .09 -.06 .06 -.03 .08 .14* -.00 -.07
Actual
Same- E .02 -.02 -.04 .05 .07 .01 .02 -.03
Sex
Parent A .01 -.01 -.14* M .15* .07 .09 -.08
N -.04 -.04 -.08 -.13* -.05 .01 .01 .15*
AN -.02 .07 .05 .13* .05 -.08 .02 .15*
DE .02 -.01 .03 -.08 -.00 -.02 J)5 .20**
CL -.06 -.10 -.02 -.11 -.02 .00 -.03 M
* B < .05; ** £  < .01; N = 179; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 21
Correlations Between Actual Qpposite-sex Parent and Ideal Significant Other for 





0 C E A N AN DE CL
HO
l .04 .05 -.12* .11 .02 .03 .05
C .02 .13* .08 .03 -.00 .03 -.08 -.05
E -.11 .01 M .02 .07 .07 -.05 .00
l> ■ o cn .03 -.05 -.07 .03 .01 .02 -.01
N -.10 -.07 -.03 -.07 M -.08 .02 .04
AN -.07 -.09 .01 -.06 .03 -.05 .11* .02
DE .03 .13 -.04 .01 -.03 .01 -.00 -.01
CL -.04 -.02 -.04 -.06 .01 -.01 .10 JO
* £  < .05; * *£ < .0 1 ;  N = 212 for correlations between Big 5 variables and all
other variables; N = 271 for correlations between attachment variables with other 
attachment variables; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
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Table 22
Correlations Between Actual Same-sex Parent and Ideal Significant Other for 5 
Personality Variables and 3 Attachment-stvle Variables
Ideal Sianificant Other
0 C E A N M DE CL
0  .23** -.05 -.02 -.03 .05 -.01 .14* .13*
C .08 -.01 -.16* .03 -.02 .10 -.04 .02
Actual
Same- E .02 .06 -.01 -.04 -.01 -.07 .02 -.14*
Sex
Parent A .23** .01 -.03 .16* -.05 .05 -.04 -.06
N -.08 -.05 .06 -.01 .12 .02 -.05 .12*
AN -.05 .05 .15* -.05 .13* -.01 -.07 .01
DE .02 -.05 .02 -.02 .02 .02 i05 .15*
CL -.05 -.11 -.00 .05 .11 .07 -.08 .10
* E < .05; * * g <  .01; N = 196; Correlations of primary interest are underlined.
The correlation matrices presented in Tables 15 through 22 comprise, 
perhaps, the most concise description of the results obtained in the present 
research. Across all eight relevant dimensions (the Big Five personality 
dimensions and the three attachment style dimensions), people perceive their 
significant others and their ideal significant others to be similar to their opposite- 
sex parents (See Tables 15 and 17). Similarly, people perceive their significant 
others and ideal significant others to be similar to their same-sex parents across 
these same dimensions (See Tables 16 and 18). In fact, it appears that subjects
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perceived more similarity between their same-sex parents and significant others 
than between their opposite-sex parents and their significant others. Whether 
these observable differences are actually significant will be discussed in the next 
section titled “Assessing Differences Between Correlations.”
Tables 15 through 18 speak to perceived similarity between parents and 
romantic partners. Tables 19 through 22, on the other hand, are concerned with 
the questions of actual similarity between parents and romantic partners as well 
as with similarity between actual parents and conceptualizations of ideal 
significant others. Of eight correlations computed between actual significant 
others’ traits and actual opposite-sex parents’ traits, four were found to be both 
positive and significantly different from 0. These specific correlations were for 
the dimensions of openness (r(194) = .15, £  < .05), agreeableness (r(194) = .15, 
p < .05), neuroticism (r(194) = .13, £  < .05), and closeness (r(194) = .21, £  <
.01). These results are somewhat consistent with the template matching 
hypothesis concerning actual similarity between significant others and opposite- 
sex parents. The next correlation matrix (Table 20) included variables from 
actual significant others and actual same-sex parents. As subjects tended to 
perceive that their romantic partners were more similar to their same-sex parents 
than to their opposite-sex parents, it seems that actual similarity between same- 
sex parents and actual significant others should be at least as strong as the 
actual similarity between actual opposite-sex parents and actual significant 
others. Interestingly, this proposed pattern is not manifest in this correlation
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matrix: Of eight correlations between actual same-sex parents and actual 
significant others, none were significantly different from 0. This particular finding 
is a bit puzzling and will be addressed in the Discussion section.
Next, correlations were computed between actual opposite-sex parent 
and ideal significant other (See Table 21). Of eight relevant correlations, two 
were significantly different from 0 (and only marginally so). These two 
correlations were for the dimensions of openness (r(211) = .13, £  < .05) and 
conscientiousness (r(212) = .13, £  < .05). Similarly, of eight correlations 
computed between ideal significant other and actual same-sex parent, two were 
significantly different from 0. These correlations were for the dimensions of 
openness (r(195) = .23, £  < .01) and agreeableness (r(195) = .16, £  < .05).
These findings do not indicate that peoples’ ideal significant others are 
especially similar to either of their parents.
Assessing differences between correlations. In order to address whether 
perceived similarity was indeed stronger between same-sex parents and 
romantic partners (both actual and ideal) than between opposite-sex parents and 
romantic partners (both actual and ideal), t-tests were conducted using 
Hotelling’s (1940) procedure. Specifically, a t value was obtained for the 
difference between the correlation between perceived same-sex parent with 
perceived significant other and the correlation between perceived opposite-sex 
parent with perceived significant other. Such t’s were obtained for all eight 
dimensions (the Big Five dimensions and the three attachment style dimensions)
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(See Table 23). Of eight such t-tests, two were significant. The correlation 
between perceived same-sex parents’ agreeableness and perceived significant 
others’ agreeableness (r(276) = .29) was significantly greater than the 
correlation between perceived opposite-sex parents’ agreeableness and 
perceived significant others’ agreeableness (r(276) = .09; t(276) = 2.59, p <
.01). Similarly, the correlation between perceived same-sex parents’ 
dependency and perceived significant others’ dependency (r(276) = .27) was 
significantly greater than the correlation between perceived opposite-sex 
parents’ dependency and perceived significant others’ dependency (r(276) = .11; 
t(276) = 2.37, g < .01).
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Table 23
T-tests Obtained to Determine Whether Perceived Same-sex Parent was
Sianificantlv More Related to Perceived Sianificant Other than Perceived
ODDOsite-sex Parent
r between r between
Bia 5 Traits SSP and PSO OSP and PSO ti276)
0  .35 .28 1.03
C .13 .13 0.00
E .28 .14 1.80
A .29 .09 2.59*
N .22 .30 -1.19
3 Attachment Stvles 
AN .21 .17 .65
CL .27 .11 2.37*
DE .19 .18 .16
*_e<oi
Next, t’s were obtained for the differences between the correlations 
between perceived same-sex parent with ideal significant other and between 
opposite-sex parent and ideal significant other (See Table 24). In this case, 
perceived same-sex parent was significantly more predictive of ideal significant 
other than perceived opposite-sex parent for three of the eight dimensions 
(extraversion, agreeableness, and closeness).
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Table 24
T-tests Obtained to Determine Whether Perceived Same-sex Parent was
Sianificantlv More Related to Ideal Sianificant Other than Perceived ODDOsite-
sex Parent










C .22 .15 .88
E .40 .18 2.93*
A .41 .22 2.58*
N .26 .30 -.59
3 Attachment Stvles 
AN .31 .28 .50
CL .43 .25 2.85*
DE .32 .27 .73
*_e<.oi
Partial correlations. The same reasoning for conducting partial 
correlations for the data from Study 1 applies to the data from Studies 2 and 3. 
These partial correlations were conducted in order to rule out possible 
alternative explanations for zero-order correlations based on subjects’ 
perceptions. Specifically, as subjects reported both their perceptions of their 
significant others (actual and ideal) as well as their perceptions of their parents, 
any similarity found between partners and parents employing this methodology
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may result from (a) subjects perceiving that both their parents and partners are 
similar to themselves (which would lead to artifactual relationships between 
perceptions of their partners and parents) and (b) subjects employing the same 
response biases when describing all target individuals. In order to control for 
these two possible artifacts, all correlations between perceptions of partners 
(both real and ideal) and perceptions of parents (both same and opposite-sex) 
were recomputed controlling for subjects’ own scores on the same variables.
These partial correlations are reported in Tables 25 through 28. These tables 
include partial correlations assessing similarity between perceived opposite-sex 
parent and perceived significant other (Table 25), perceived opposite-sex parent 
and ideal significant other (Table 26), perceived same-sex parent and perceived 
significant other (Table 27), and perceived same-sex parent and ideal significant 
other (Table 28). These partial correlations indicated that, for the most part, 
perceived similarity between partners and parents still existed even after 
controlling for subjects’ own scores.
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Table 25
Partial Correlations Between Perceived ODDOsite-sex Parent and Perceived
Sianificant Other for 5 Personality Variables and 3 Attachment Stvle Variables
Controllina for Subjects’ Scores on Those Variables
Perceived Sianificant Other











* B < .05; ** g < .01; N = 355 for Big 5 variables; N = 512 for Attachment style
variables
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Table 26
Partial Correlations Between Perceived ODDOsite-sex Parent and Ideal
Sianificant Other for 5 Personality Variables and 3 Attachment Stvle Variables
Controllina for Subjects’ Scores on Those Variables
Ideal Sianificant Other











* B < .05; ** e  < .01; N = 355 for Big 5 variables; N = 517 for Attachment style
variables
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Table 27
Partial Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Perceived 
Sianificant Other for 5 Personality Variables and 3 Attachment Stvle Variables 
Controlling for Subjects' Scores on Those Variables
Perceived Sianificant Other
O C E A N  AN DE CL










* £  < .05; ** fi < .01; N = 278 for Big 5 variables; N = 276 for Attachment style
variables
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Table 28
Partial Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Ideal Sianificant
Other for 5 Personality Variables and 3 Attachment Stvle Variables Controllina
for Subjects’ Scores on Those Variables
Ideal Sianificant Other











* g < .05; **g  < .01; N = 278 for Big 5 variables; N = 276 for Attachment style
variables
Multiple regression analyses. As for the data collected in Study 1, 
multiple regression analyses were performed in order to determine what 
variables are most predictive of perceived significant others as well as ideal 
significant others. Additionally, as the sample size for actual significant others 
and actual parents (both same and opposite sex) was sufficient in Studies 2 and 
3 (combined), multiple regression analyses designed to determine the best
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
111
predictors of characteristics for actual significant others were performed. Thus 
three sets of regression analyses were performed. First analyses employing 
variables representing perceived significant other as the dependent variables 
were conducted. For these analyses, the predictor variables included variables 
representing actual opposite-sex parent, actual same-sex parent, perceived 
opposite-sex parent, perceived same-sex parent, ideal significant other, actual 
significant other, and the subject him or herself. Eight such analyses were 
conducted: one for each of the Big Five traits and one for each of the three 
attachment styles (See Table 29). Across seven of the eight analyses, the 
variables representing actual significant other and ideal significant were found to 
be significant predictors of the dependent variable. For instance, the amount of 
extraversion subjects perceived in their partners was significantly predicted by 
both (a) the degree of extraversion reported for their ideal significant others and 
(b) the amount of extraversion their actual significant others reported 
themselves. Thus, subjects’ perceptions of their partners reflect, to some 
degree, their actual partners along with their own ideal partners. Additionally, 
for three of the eight dimensions analyzed, variables representing subjects’ 
parents (both actual and perceived) served as significant predictors of subjects’ 
perceptions of their partners. These significant predictor variables included 
actual opposite-sex parents’ extraversion as a predictor of perceived significant 
others’ extraversion, both perceived same and opposite-sex parents’ degree of 
agreeableness as significant predictors of perceived significant others’
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agreeableness, and actual same-sex parents’ neuroticism as a significant 
predictor of perceived significant others’ neuroticism. These results indicate 
that, to some extent, the way people perceive their significant others along a 
particular dimension is affected by the way they perceive their parents along the 
same dimension in addition to how their parents see themselves along the same 
dimension.
Table 29
Multiple Repression Analyses Predicting Characteristics of Perceived Sianificant 
Others from Actual Opposite-sex parents. Actual Same-sex Parents. Perceived 
Opposite-sex Parents. Perceived Same-sex Parents. Ideal Significant Others. 
Actual Significant Others, and Self-Perceptions
Perceived Sianificant Others’ Openness fDV)
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-O -.12 -.11 .01 -1.67
ASSP-0 -.04 -.04 .00 -.67
POSP-O .09 .07 .00 1.13
PSSP-0 .12 .10 .01 1.61
ISO-O .52 .43 .08 5.11**
ASO-O .40 .38 .12 6.36**
S-0 .08 .07 .00 .79
Constant -5.06 -1.22
R2 = .55
R2 (adjusted) = .53 
R = .74**
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Table 29, continued
Perceived Significant Others' Conscientiousness (DV1
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-C -.12 -.10 .01 -1.41
ASSP-C -.00 -.00 .00 -.05
POSP-C .13 .12 .01 1.68
PSSP-C .05 .04 .00 .61
ISO-C .32 .16 .02 2.20*
ASO-C .58 .52 .23 7.96**
S-C .15 .12 .01 1.62
Constant -7.16 -.81
R2 = .45
R2 (adjusted) = .43 
R = .67**
Perceived Sianificant Others' Extraversion (DV)
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-E -.17 -.14 .01 -2.30*
ASSP-E -.01 -.01 .00 -.14
POSP-E .08 .08 .00 1.28
PSSP-E .07 .08 .00 1.21
ISO-E .45 .30 .05 4.12**
ASO-E .55 .54 .25 9.44**
S-E .07 .06 .00 .89
Constant -2.67 -.49
R2 = .58
R2 (adjusted) = .56 
R = .76**
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Table 29, continued
Perceived Significant Others* Aoreeableness (DV)
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-A .13 .11 .01 1.59
ASSP-A -.08 -.06 .00 -.91
POSP-A -.13 -.14 .01 -2.01*
PSSP-A .13 .15 .01 2.10*
ISO-A .61 .38 .08 4.81**
ASO-A .49 .48 .21 7.95**
S-A .00 .00 .00 .01
Constant -8.65 -1.33
R2 = .51
R2 (adjusted) = .49 
R = .71**
Perceived Significant Others’ Neuroticism (DV)
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-N .07 .06 .01 .85
ASSP-N -.15 -.14 .01 -1.99*
POSP-N .07 .07 .00 .89
PSSP-N .09 .10 .01 1.31
ISO-N .69 .42 .12 5.71**
ASO-N .39 .34 .11 5.38**
S-N -.00 -.00 .00 -.03
Constant -.20 -.05
R2 = .51
R2 (adjusted) = .49 
R = .71**
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Table 29, continued
Perceived Significant Others' Anxiety (DV)
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-AN -.01 -.01 .00 -.07
ASSP-AN -.05 -.04 .00 -.50
POSP-AN .13 .10 .01 1.26
PSSP-AN .07 .06 .00 .81
ISO-AN .60 .33 .08 4.27’
ASO-AN .40 .28 .07 4.06’
S-AN .15 .11 .01 1.4
Constant -1.67 -.70
R2 = .36
R2 (adjusted) = .32 
R = .60**
Perceived Sianificant Others’ Dependency (DV1
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-DE -.02 -.02 .01 -.32
ASSP-DE -.00 -.00 .00 -.00
POSP-DE .01 .02 .00 .18
PSSP-DE .05 .06 .00 .68
ISO-DE .16 .18 .03 2.36
ASO-DE .27 .30 .08 4.101
S-DE .20 .22 .03 2.50'
Constant 5.08 2.81'
R2 = .28
R2 (adjusted) = .24 
R = .52**
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Table 29, continued
Perceived Significant Others' Closeness fDVI
IndeDendent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-CL -.04 -.03 .00 -.42
ASSP-CL .02 .02 .00 .27
POSP-CL .01 .01 .00 .12
PSSP-CL .10 .10 .01 1.18
ISO-CL .17 .12 .01 1.48
ASO-CL .50 .46 .19 6.25**
S-CL -.00 -.00 .00 -.00
Constant 2.84 1.56
R2 = .28
R (adjusted) = .25
R = .53**
* b  < .05; ** e  < .01
Next, analyses were performed employing variables representing ideal
significant others as dependent variables. For eight such analyses (one 
analysis for each Big Five trait and one for each of the three attachment styles), 
predictor variables represented actual opposite-sex parent, actual same-sex 
parent, perceived opposite-sex parent, perceived same-sex parent, perceived 
significant other, actual significant other, and the subject him or herself (See 
Table 30). In seven of these eight regression analyses, variables representing 
the perceived significant others and the subjects’ self-perceptions served as 
significant predictors of the dependent variable. For instance, subjects’ ideal 
significant others’ degree of extraversion was significantly predicted by both their
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perceived significant others’ extraversion as well as their own self-reported 
degree of extraversion. These results indicate that one’s ideal partner is, in part, 
a reflection of his or her self as well as a reflection of his or her own partner.
Also, for two of the eight dimensions, variables representing subjects’ parents 
served as significant predictors. Specifically, a significant amount of ideal 
significant others’ agreeableness was predicted by both actual opposite-sex 
parents’ agreeableness and perceived opposite-sex parents agreeableness.
This result suggests that individuals are attracted to potential mates who are as 
agreeable as their opposite-sex parents. Also, ideal significant others’ 
neuroticism was significantly predicted by both actual same-sex parents’ 
neuroticism and perceived opposite-sex parents’ neuroticism. While this 
particular finding seems a bit convoluted, it implies, at the very least, that our 
ideal romantic partners are, to some degree, as neurotic as our parents.
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Table 30
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Characteristics of Ideal Significant 
Others from Actual Qpposite-sex parents. Actual Same-sex Parents. Perceived 
Opposite-sex Parents. Perceived Same-sex Parents. Perceived Significant 
Others. Actual Sianificant Others, and Self-Perceotions
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Openness (DV1
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-O -.05 -.05 .00 -.92
ASSP-0 .03 .03 .00 .62
POSP-O .06 .07 .00 1.12
PSSP-0 .02 .02 .00 .42
PSO-O .29 .35 .06 5.1 T
ASO-O .01 .01 .00 .13
S-0 .56 .53 .18 8.75’
Constant 6.63 2.18
R2 = .64
R2 (adjusted) = .62 
R = .80**
Ideal Significant Others’ Conscientiousness fDV)
Independent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-C .03 .05 .00 .62
ASSP-C -.05 -.08 .00 -1.08
POSP-C .04 .08 .00 .96
PSSP-C -.02 -.03 .00 -.46
PSO-C .10 .20 .02 2.20*
ASO-C .07 .13 .01 1.53
S-C .26 .40 .14 5.50**
Constant 34.03 8.33**
R2 = .33
R2 (adjusted) = .30 
R = .57**
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Table 30, continued
Ideal Sianificant Others* Extraversion (PV)
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-E -.04 -.05 .00 -.76
ASSP-E -.02 -.03 .00 -.55
POSP-E .07 .11 .01 1.60
PSSP-E .04 .06 .00 .92
PSO-E .23 .34 .05
{CM
ASO-E -.03 -.04 .00 -.49
S-E .33 .46 .15 6.86**
Constant 23.57 7.08**
R2 = .52
R2 (adjusted) = .50 
R = .72**
Ideal Significant Others' Aareeableness fDVI
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-A -.15 -.20 .03 -3.09**
ASSP-A .07 .09 .01 1.38
POSP-A .17 .29 .06 4.42**
PSSP-A .01 .01 .00 .19
PSO-A .22 .36 .07 4.81**
ASO-A -.02 -.03 .00 -.40
S-A .29 .38 .09 5.39**
Constant 23.38 6.79**
R2 = .54
R2 (adjusted) = .52 
R = .73**
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Table 30, continued
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Neuroticism fDV)
Indeoendent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-N -.07 -.10 .01 -1.48
ASSP-N .13 .20 .03 2.89**
POSP-N .22 .36 .08 4.63**
PSSP-N -.02 -.04 .00 -.50
PSO-N .26 .43 .12 5.71**
ASO-N -.02 -.03 .00 -.47
S-N .09 .15 .02 2.08*
Constant 4.81 1.97
R2 = .44
R (adjusted) = .41
R = .66**
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Anxietv (DV)
Indeoendent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-AN -.09 -.12 .01 -1.66
ASSP-AN -.02 -.03 .00 -.42
POSP-AN .08 .10 .01 1.38
PSSP-AN .04 .06 .00 .85
PSO-AN .18 .33 .08 4.27**
ASO-AN .03 .04 .00 .60
S-AN .23 .30 .07 4.06**
Constant 5.20 4.18**
n £
R2 (adjusted) = .33
R = .60**
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Table 30, continued
Ideal Sianificant Others' Dependency (DV’i
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-DE -.04 -.04 .00 -.54
ASSP-DE -.01 -.01 .00 -.13
POSP-DE .09 .10 .01 1.18
PSSP-DE .06 .06 .01 .69
PSO-DE .23 .20 .03 2.36*
ASO-DE .01 .01 .00 .08
S-DE .25 .24 .04 2.62**
Constant 2.55 1.16
R2 = .20
R (adjusted) = .16
R = .45**
Ideal Sianificant Others’ Closeness (DV1
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-CL -.03 -.04 .00 -.55
ASSP-CL .04 .06 .00 .79
POSP-CL .08 .13 .01 1.56
PSSP-CL .11 .15 .02 1.84
PSO-CL .09 .12 .01 1.48
ASO-CL .08 .10 .01 1.23
S-CL .24 .29 .07 3.71**
Constant 2.38 1.88
R2 = .27
R (adjusted) = .23
R = .52**
* £  < .05; ** £  < .01
Finally, regression analyses were performed in order to determine the 
best predictors of actual significant others. For eight such analyses conducted
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(one for each Big Five trait and one for each of the three attachment styles), 
variables representing actual significant others served as dependent variables 
while variables representing actual opposite-sex parent, actual same-sex parent, 
perceived opposite-sex parent, perceived same-sex parent, ideal significant 
other, perceived significant other, and the subject him or herself all served as 
predictor variables (See Table 31). Across all eight of these regression 
analyses, subjects’ perceptions of their partners on the relevant dimensions 
accounted for a significant amount o f variability in the dependent variable. For 
instance, subjects’ perceptions of their partners’ degree of extraversion was 
significantly related to their partners’ self-reported extraversion scores. Thus, to 
a large extent, people are accurate in describing the personality traits and 
attachment styles of their romantic partners. Additionally, for the traits of 
openness and extraversion, actual opposite-sex parents’ scores on these 
dimensions were significant predictors of actual significant others’ scores on 
these same dimensions.
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Table 31
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Characteristics of Actual Significant 
Others from Actual Qpposite-sex parents. Actual Same-sex Parents. Perceived 
Opposite-sex Parents. Perceived Same-sex Parents. Ideal Sianificant Others. 
Perceived Significant Others, and Self-Perceotions
Actual Significant Others’ Openness fDV)
Independent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-O .19 .19 .03 2.42*
ASSP-0 -.01 -.01 .00 -.15
POSP-O -.07 -.06 .00 -.75
PSSP-0 -.09 -.08 .00 -1.08
ISO-O .02 .01 .00 .13
PSO-O .54 .57 .18 6.34**
S -0 -.03 -.03 .00 -.27
Constant 18.49 4.03
R2 = .33
R2 (adjusted) = .29 
R = .57**
Actual Sianificant Others’ Conscientiousness (DV)
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-C -.09 -.08 .00 -1.16
ASSP-C -.06 -.05 .00 -.74
POSP-C .00 .00 .00 .00
PSSP-C -.06 -.06 .00 -.87
ISO-C .21 .12 .01 1.53
PSO-C .52 .57 .26 7.96**
S-C -.07 -.06 .00 -.79
Constant 21.95 2.67**
R2 = .40
R2 (adjusted) = .37 
R = .63**
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Table 31, continued
Actual Significant Others’ Extraversion fDVI
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-E .18 .16 .02 2.19*
ASSP-E .03 .03 .00 .48
POSP-E .02 .02 .00 .30
PSSP-E -.07 -.08 .00 -1.10
ISO-E -.06 -.04 .00 -.49
PSO-E .69 .70 .32 9.44**
S-E -.03 -.03 .00 -.39
Constant 10.09 1.68
R2 = .45
R2 (adjusted) = .43 
R = .67**
Actual Sianificant Others’ Aareeableness (DV)
Independent Variables B p sr2 t
AOSP-A .00 .00 .00 .01
ASSP-A .04 .03 .00 .43
POSP-A .11 .12 .01 1.52
PSSP-A -.08 -.09 .00 -1.12
ISO-A -.06 -.04 .00 -.40
PSO-A .60 .62 .36 7.95**
S-A .02 .02 .00 .18
Constant 13.02 1.82
R2 = .38
R2 (adjusted) = .35 
R = .61**
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Table 31, continued
Actual Significant Others* Neuroticism (DV)
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-N .06 .06 .00 .78
ASSP-N -.02 -.02 .00 -.26
POSP-N -.11 -.12 .01 -1.26
PSSP-N -.00 -.00 .00 -.05
ISO-N -.07 -.05 .00 -.45
PSO-N .42 .48 .15 5.38**
S-N .05 .05 .00 .65
Constant 19.62 5.05**
R2 = .21
R (adjusted) = .17
R = .46**
Actual Sianificant Others’ Anxietv (DV)
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-AN .00 .00 .00 .05
ASSP-AN -.10 -.10 .01 -1.26
POSP-AN -.02 -.02 .00 -.22
PSSP-AN -.06 -.07 .00 -.87
ISO-AN .07 .06 .00 .60
PSO-AN .25 .35 .09 4.06**
S-AN .11 .11 .01 1.32
Constant 10.45 6.10
R2 = .20
R (adjusted) = .16
R = .45**
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Table 31, continued
Actual Sianificant Others’ Dependency (DVfl
Indeoendent Variables B 3 sr2 t
AOSP-DE -.03 -.03 .00 -.40
ASSP-DE .11 .11 .01 1.28
POSP-DE .07 .09 .00 .95
PSSP-DE -.07 -.08 .00 -.89
ISO-DE .01 .01 .00 .08
PSO-DE .38 .34 .10 4.10**




R (adjusted) = .13
R = 4 1 * *
Actual Significant Others’ Closeness (DV1
Indeoendent Variables B P sr2 t
AOSP-CL .11 .11 .01 1.42
ASSP-CL .02 .02 .00 .22
POSP-CL .01 .01 .00 .16
PSSP-CL .01 .01 .00 .08
ISO-CL .13 .10 .01 1.23
PSO-CL .42 .46 .19 6.25**
S-CL -.02 -.01 .00 -.17
Constant 4.69 2.87**
R2 = .27
R (adjusted) = .24
R = .52**
* 2  < 05; * * e  < -01
Chi-Sauare analyses. In order to assess template matching phenomena 
for two categorical variables that were measured in the present research, natural
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hair and eye color, Chi-Square analyses for independence were performed. 
Specifically, each analysis was designed to determine whether parents’ eye or 
hair color, both genetically determined traits, were significantly related to 
partners’ eye or hair color. Previous research has found that people do tend to 
choose partners with the same eye color as their opposite-sex parents at above 
chance levels (Wilson & Barrett, 1987). However, of eight analyses performed 
on the present data, none indicated a significant relationship. These analyses 
addressed the following relationships (a) significant others’ eye color and 
opposite-sex parents’ eye color (x2(16, N = 515) = 14.41, ns), (b) ideal significant 
others’ eye color and opposite-sex parents’ eye color (x2(16, N = 513) = 14.13, 
ns). (c) significant others’ eye color and same-sex parents’ eye color (x2(16, N = 
515) = 9.04, ns), (d) ideal significant others’ eye color and same-sex parents’ 
eye color (x2(16, N = 275) = 23.46, ns), (e) significant others’ natural hair color 
and opposite-sex parents’ natural hair color (x2(16, N = 516) = 14.66, ns), (f) 
ideal significant others’ natural hair color and opposite-sex parents’ natural hair 
color (x2( 16, N = 514) = 18.95, ns), (g) significant other’s natural hair color and 
same-sex parents’ natural hair color (x2(16, N = 280) = 15.07, ns), and (h) ideal 
significant others’ natural hair color and same-sex parents’ natural hair color 
(x 2(16, N = 272) = 14.96, ns). These results indicate that, across the three 
samples studied in the present research, subjects' significant others were not 
similar to either of their parents in terms of natural hair and eye colors at levels 
above those that one would expect by chance alone.
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The Influence of Sex Differences
As men and women have been found to be differentially attracted to 
different characteristics in members of the opposite-sex (Buss, 1990) and 
previous theorists have suggested that mother’s are disproportionately influential 
in affecting the partner choice of both sons and daughters (Winch, 1950), it 
follows that certain sex differences in template matching phenomena may exist.
In order to address any such differences, several zero-order correlations were 
conducted separately for male and female subjects. First, correlations between 
perceived opposite-sex parent and perceived significant other were performed 
separately for males and females (See Tables 32 and 33). Next, correlations 
between actual opposite-sex parent and actual significant other were performed 
separately for males and females (See Tables 34 and 35). Finally, correlations 
between perceived same-sex parent and perceived significant other were 
performed separately for males and females (See Tables 36 and 37). As the 
general relationships observed in the present research have been consistent for 
both the Big Five traits and the three attachment styles, and the present 
analyses serve to uncover general trends if such trends exist, the correlations 
presented will only include data for the Big Five traits. More specifically, these 
correlations were performed on the samples from Studies 2 and 3 consisting of 
subjects who completed the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The same
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
129
pattems-found using these variables were found for the attachment style 
variables as well.
Table 32
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Male Subjects
Perceived Significant Other
0 C E A N
0  2 2 * -.00 .05 .05 -.19’
C .15 J 4 .13 .02 i o 00
Perceived
ODDosite- E .07 .15 .29** .24 -.10
Sex
Parent A .09 .16 .16 .24* -.15
N -.09 .07 -.17 i to } J 5
* g < .05, ** g < .01; N = 92; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
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Table 33
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Female Subjects
Perceived Significant Other
0 C E A N
0 .29** .00 .03 -.01 .07
C .07 .14* .12* -.01 -.12*
Perceived
ODDOsite- E -.06 -.03 .13* -.01 -.12*
Sex
Parent A -.14 .05 .04 .13* -.12
N .06 -.07 -.04 -.10 .25**
* g < .05, ** £ < •01; N = 267; Correlations of primary ir
The correlations presented in Tables 32 and 33 are similar. For the most 
part, these correlations indicate that males and females perceive equivalent 
levels of similarity between their opposite-sex parents and significant others.
The next pair of correlation matrices (in Tables 34 and 35) allow for the 
examination of whether the correlations between actual opposite-sex parents 
and actual significant others are systematically different between males and 
females. Again, it seems that no striking sex differences exist.
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Table 34
Correlations Between Actual Opposite-sex Parent and Actual Significant Other 
for 5 Personality Variables for Males
Actual Significant Other
0 C E A N
0 J)8 .03 .13 .05 .12
C .32* J i .13 .11 .04
Actual
ODDosite- E .23 -.09 ^26 -.11 -.05
Sex
Parent A .25 .12 .19 JL4 -.20
N -.26 -.12 -.26 -.15 .06
*B  < 05; N = 40; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
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Table 35
Correlations Between Actual Qpoosite-sex Parent and Actual Significant Other 





0 C E A N
.17* .14 .01 .05 -.17
.03 -.13 .04 .03 -.03
.10 .01 .05 .08 -.13
.04 -.03 .03 JO .01
-.03 .03 -.01 -.03 .14*
£  < .05; N = 154; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
The correlations presented in Tables 32 through 35 indicate that no 
striking sex differences exist for the template matching phenomenon in terms of 
both perception and actuality. However, they do not specifically addresses 
Winch’s (1950) hypothesis which proposes that mothers are disproportionately 
more influential in determining the partner choice of both sons and daughters. If 
such is the case, then it should be that females perceive their partners to be 
more like their same-sex parents (i.e., mothers) than do males (whose same sex 
parents are fathers). To address this question, correlations between perceived 
same-sex parent and perceived significant other were performed separately for 
males (See Table 36) and for females (See Table 37).
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Table 36
Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Males
Perceived Sianificant Other
0 C E A N
0 20 -.07 .18 .01 -.11
£ .28* .20 .63** .25 -.14
Perceived
Same- E .31* .31* .50** .25 -.25
Sex
Parent A .15 .09 .42** .39** -.38**
N -.35 -.11 -.46** -.27* ^23
* £ < . 0 5 ,  ** f i < .01; N = 42; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
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Table 37
Correlations Between Perceived Same-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant 






0 C E A N
0  .38**
tC\JCN .09 .09 -.01
C .06 .13* .33** .17** -.15*
E .06 .24** .24** .16** -.14
A .11* .22** .17** .23** -.10
N .02 -.13 -.20** -.18** .27**
* B < .05, * * b < -01; N = 240; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
The general pattern of correlations observed for males between 
perceptions of same-sex parents and significant others is strikingly similar to the 
pattern found for the female subjects (although, for the female group, a larger N 
has resulted in more significant correlations). Based on these correlations, it 
seems that male subjects perceive their significant others to be similar to their 
fathers just as much as female subjects perceive their significant others to be 
similar to their mothers. Based on these analyses, it may be concluded that 
significant sex differences were not found in the present research.
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The Influence of Relationship Satisfaction
The Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire (Murray et aL, 1996) was 
administered to subjects in Studies 2 and 3. This particular variable had a 
ceiling effect: Slightly more than half of the subjects scored 15 out of 15 (Most 
satisfied). Thus, in order to split subjects into either the “satisfied” or 
“unsatisfied” conditions, “satisfied” subjects were defined as scoring 15 out of 15 
(N = 187) while dissatisfied subjects were defined as scoring less than 13 (N =
81).
In order to address whether the template matching phenomenon is 
different between subjects who are satisfied with their present relationships 
versus subjects who are relatively dissatisfied with their present relationships, 
three sets of correlations were performed on the Big Five variables. First, 
correlations between perceptions of significant others and perceptions of 
opposite-sex parents were performed (See Tables 38 and 39).
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Table 38
Correlations Between Perceived Opposite-sex Parent and Perceived Sianificant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Subjects who are Satisfied with their 
Present Relationships
Perceived Significant Other
0 C E A N
0  .25** .01 .02 .02 -.01
C .09 .18** .14* .08 -.10
Perceived
ODDOsite- E -.06 -.06 .09 -.03 -.09
Sex
Parent A -.12* .04 .02 -.08
N .03 -.07 -.00 -.08 .27**
* g < .05, ** £< .01 ;  N = 187; Correlations of primary ir
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Table 39
Correlations Between Perceived Qpposite-sex Parent and Perceived Significant 
Other for 5 Personality Variables for Subjects who are Dissatisfied with their 
Present Relationships
Perceived Sianificant Other
0 C E A N
0  J 1 -.21* .02 -.06 .29**
C -.09 -.04 -.18 -.05 .05
Perceived
ODDOsite- E -.25* -.04 A2 .01 .06
Sex
Parent A -.22* -.06 -.01 M .03
N .09 .19* -.11 -.23* .39**
* £ < . 0 5 , * * £< .01 ;  N = 81; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
An interesting pattern emerges when the data is analyzed in this way. It 
seems that satisfied individuals tend to perceive similarity between their partners 
and opposite-sex parents a bit more than do dissatisfied individuals.
Interestingly, the only significant relevant correlation for the dissatisfied group 
was for the trait of neuroticism (r(80) = .39, £  < .01). This finding is somewhat 
intriguing and will be addressed both in the Discussion and later in the Results 
section.
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Next, correlations between actual significant others and actual opposite- 
sex parents were conducted separately for satisfied and dissatisfied individuals 
(See Tables 40 and 41).
Table 40
Correlations Between Actual Qpposite-sex Parent and Actual Sianificant Other 
for 5 Personality Variables for Subjects who are Satisfied with their Present 
Relationships
Actual Sianificant Other
0 C E A N
0  JO .11
oo
.02 -.00
C .16 -.14 .01 .00 .04
Actual
ODDOsite- E .04 -.11 .01 .09 .05
Sex
Parent A .04 .04 .10 .19* .14
N -.13 .12 .03 .07 -.03
* £  < .05; N = 112; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
139
Table 41
Correlations Between Actual Qpposite-sex Parent and Actual Sianificant Other 






0 C E A N
J2 .08 .10 -.22 -.29’
.13 -.04 .02 .05 -.14
.24 .33* J 9 .03 -.20
.08 -.07 -.08 -.06 .03
-.09 .03 -.08 -.08 .28*
* E < .05; N = 38; Correlations of primary interest are underlined
While neither Table 40 nor 41 present many significant results, it is 
noteworthy that the one relevant correlation that is significant for the satisfied 
group is for the trait of agreeableness while the one significant correlation for the 
dissatisfied group is for the trait of neuroticism. The finding regarding 
neuroticism is particularly noteworthy. These results suggest that individuals 
whose partners are similar to their opposite-sex parents in terms of neuroticism 
tend to be relatively dissatisfied with their relationships. However, this 
interpretation implies that some subjects (a) have relatively stable (unneurotic) 
opposite-sex parents, (b) become involved with partners who are similar to their 
opposite-sex parents on this dimension (i.e., who are also somewhat stable) and
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(c) are, consequently, dissatisfied with their relationships. This possibility is 
counter-intuitive.
Concerning the relationship between neuroticism and relationship 
satisfaction, it seems most plausible that subjects who are involved with neurotic 
partners would be less satisfied in their relationships than subjects involved with 
stable partners. In order to address this issue, two between-groups t-tests were 
performed: one addressing whether satisfied subjects perceive their partners as 
less neurotic than dissatisfied subjects and one comparing whether satisfied 
subjects' actual partners are, indeed, less neurotic than dissatisfied subjects’ 
actual partners.
Both analyses revealed significant between-group differences. Satisfied 
subjects perceived significantly less neuroticism in their partners (M = 27.98; SD 
= 8.22) than dissatisfied subjects (M = 33.11; SD = 8.74; t(272) = 4.65, p < .01). 
Additionally, satisfied subjects' actual partners reported having significantly less 
neurotic tendencies (M = 29.62; SD = 6.87) than dissatisfied subjects’ actual 
partners (M = 32.00; SD = 8.55; t(169) = 1.82, p < .05).
These results and the results concerning concordance between opposite- 
sex parents and significant others for the trait of neuroticism suggest that 
dissatisfaction in a relationship may stem from both (a) becoming involved with 
relatively neurotic individuals and (b) becoming involved with individuals who, 
other things equal, are relatively similar to one’s opposite-sex parent in terms of
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neuroticism. The implications of these findings will be addressed in the 
Discussion.
Finally, correlations between perceptions of significant others and 
perceptions of same-sex parents were performed separately for satisfied and 
dissatisfied subjects. For the satisfied group, all five relevant correlations were 
significant and positive while, for the dissatisfied group, only two correlations 
were significant and positive. Unlike with the previous two correlation tables, no 
noticeable differences were found for the variable of neuroticism (r(146) = .24, £
< .01 for the satisfied group, whereas r(67) = .25, p < .05 for the dissatisfied 
group).
In terms of relationship satisfaction, the present results suggest that 
dissatisfied individuals may perceive slightly less similarity between their 
opposite-sex parents and significant others overall, while perceiving more 
similarity for the dimension of neuroticism. Further, actual concordance for the 
dimension of neuroticism may exist more for dissatisfied individuals than for 
satisfied individuals. Also, satisfied subjects may perceive more similarity 
between their same-sex parents and significant others than dissatisfied subjects.
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The present set of studies is designed to assess the validity of the 
template matching hypothesis, a hypothesis derived from Freud’s (1927) 
psychoanalytic theory which proposes that, when choosing a mate, a person 
unconsciously tries to match a template of his or her opposite-sex parent which 
was formed early in development. Template matching phenomena, which exist 
when people’s significant others do resemble their opposite-sex parents along 
some dimensions, have been observed in several studies (c.f., Epstein & 
Guttman, 1984). Such phenomena may be explained from different theoretical 
perspectives. For example, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969,1973,1980) 
would explain such phenomena in terms of people developing internal working 
models early in life based on experiences with primary caregivers and trying to 
match such models in choosing partners. Evolutionary theorists would explain 
such phenomena in terms of optimizing genetic fitness (Daly & Wilson, 1990), 
The present research is primarily an empirical inquiry. This research was 
designed to test the validity of the template matching hypothesis. While different 
theoretical frameworks are pertinent to this hypothesis, the present work is not 
primarily concerned with verifying any of these theories. Instead, these theories 
are used for their heuristic value and the data obtained in the present research
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are assessed in terms of which theories most accurately describe them. For 
instance, the fact that Freud’s psychoanalytic theory seems to account for the 
data concerning actual similarity between partners and parents better than 
evolutionary theory is not necessarily taken to verify the claims of psychoanalytic 
theory. This undertaking is more concerned with describing empirical 
phenomena and using theoretical frameworks as a backdrop.
While evidence has been obtained which suggests that people do tend to 
choose partners who are physically similar to their opposite-sex parents 
(Jedlicka, 1980,1984), evidence concerning personality similarity and the 
template matching phenomenon has not been consistent (Epstein & Guttman,
1984). Indeed, existing research which has attempted to demonstrate that 
people choose partners who are similar to their opposite-sex parents in terms of 
personality has exclusively employed personality assessments of the opposite- 
sex parents and significant others which were made by the subjects themselves.
Thus, such research may be tapping a perceptual bias whereby people perceive 
their significant others to be similar to their opposite-sex parents; regardless of 
actual similarity.
The present studies were designed explicitly to test the template matching 
hypothesis in addition to certain related and alternative hypotheses. In previous 
research on the template matching hypothesis, subjects have simply been asked 
to describe both their opposite-sex parents and their significant others along 
certain dimensions, thus obtaining two sets of data (Wilson & Barrett, 1987;
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Aron, 1974). The present research obtained these same two sets of data in 
addition to six other sets of data including subjects’ perceptions of themselves, 
perceptions of their same-sex parents, conceptualizations of their ideal 
significant others, and actual data obtained from subjects’ significant others, 
opposite-sex parents, and same-sex parents.
For each of these data sets, individuals were described (either by 
themselves or by the primary subject) along five trait dimensions (Costa &
McCrae, 1992) and three attachment style dimensions (Collins & Read, 1990).
Thus, while the present research design is adequate to address the template 
matching hypothesis in a similar way as past research, by assessing the degree 
of similarity between people’s perceptions of their romantic partners and 
perceptions of their opposite-sex parents, the present research also allows for 
the assessment of several additional questions.
Specifically, the present research addressed (a) the extent to which 
individuals' actual opposite-sex parents are similar to their actual significant 
others, (b) the extent to which individual’s actual same-sex parents are similar to 
their actual significant others, (c) the degree to which subjects perceive their 
significant others as similar to their same-sex parents, (d) the degree to.which 
subjects perceive their opposite-sex parents as similar to their 
conceptualizations of their ideal significant others, (e) and the degree to which 
subjects perceive their same-sex parents as similar to their conceptualizations of 
their ideal significant others. Further, the present research allowed for the
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assessment of the relationship between relationship satisfaction and template 
matching phenomena.
Actual Similarity between Parents and Partners
In terms of actual similarity between subjects' parents and romantic 
partners, some interesting results were obtained. Of eight correlations that were 
calculated between actual opposite-sex parents and actual significant others, 
four (i.e., half) were both positive and significantly different from zero. The 
specific dimensions for which actual concordance was found were openness, 
agreeableness, neuroticism, and closeness. These dimensions represent a 
relatively broad range of traits and suggest that, at least to a moderate degree, 
people do tend to enter romantic relationships with individuals similar to their 
opposite-sex parents. In other words, to some extent, Freud (1927) was correct 
in his assertions that individuals choose romantic partners in adulthood who 
resemble their opposite-sex parents.
The present research found this template matching phenomenon to exist 
for personality variables. In terms of the extant literature, this is a novel finding.
As mentioned previously, past research on this topic has not administered 
personality measures to actual parents and partners of subjects. Interestingly, 
although past research has found that subjects tend to choose partners who are 
similar to their opposite-sex parents in terms of physical characteristics (e.g.,
Wilson & Barrett, 1987), the present research found such actual similarity to 
exist only for the psychological dimensions which were measured. Actual
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similarity between opposite-sex parents and romantic partners was not found for 
physical dimensions (hair and eye color) that were assessed in the present 
research.
This finding concerning actual similarity between people’s romantic 
partners and opposite-sex parents may have broad reaching implications for 
partner selection as well as for relationship success. For instance, consider 
individuals who, for a variety of reasons, have relatively poor relationships with 
their opposite-sex parents. Such individuals may cherish the day that they move 
out of their parents’ homes for good. What would become of these individuals if 
they became involved with, or even married, people who had very similar 
personalities as their opposite-sex parents? This scenario brings to mind 
images of frustration, resentment, unhappy relationships, and divorce. If, as the 
present research suggests, there is a general tendency for individuals to 
become romantically involved with persons similar to their opposite-sex parents 
along several personality dimensions, knowledge of this finding may serve to 
help guide the partner choice of individuals who have generally negative 
relationships with their opposite-sex parents. For such individuals, it may be 
advantageous to seek partners who are discemibly different from their opposite- 
sex parents in terms of openness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and closeness.
The correlation found for neuroticism seems a bit counter-intuitive and will be 
discussed in a later section titled “The Impact of Relationship Satisfaction on 
Template Matching Phenomena.”
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Interestingly, the analyses concerned with actual similarity between 
subjects’ same-sex parents and romantic partners indicated that, in general, no 
such similarity exists. Of eight correlations calculated between actual significant 
others and actual same-sex parents, none were found to be significantly different 
from zero. Again, this general finding seems to lend support to the 
psychoanalytic model which proposes that individuals’ opposite-sex parents are 
disproportionately influential in determining partner choice. Further, this result 
suggests that the evolutionary model, which proposes that both parents should 
be equally influential in affecting partner choice (Daly & Wilson, 1990), does not 
account for the data as well as the psychoanalytic model. This general pattern 
seems to be the case concerning actual similarity between people’s parents and 
partners. However, concerning perceived similarity between partners and 
parents, a different story unfolds.
Perceived Similarity between Parents and Partners
The evidence concerning actual similarity between romantic partners and 
parents suggests that people’s partners tend to be similar to their opposite-sex 
parents along some dimensions. These results further suggest that 
characteristics of individuals’ same-sex parents are unrelated to characteristics 
of their romantic partners. However, the results bearing on the question of 
perceived similarity suggests that people perceive their romantic partners as 
similar to both their opposite and same-sex parents. These results remained
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apparent even after partialling out subjects’ own scores on the dimensions of 
interest. Thus, across ail eight dimensions addressed in the present research, 
subjects described their romantic partners as similar to both their same and 
opposite-sex parents. Furthermore, subjects seemed, if anything, to perceive 
somewhat more similarity between their same-sex parents and significant others 
than between their opposite-sex parents and significant others
These results bearing on perceived similarity are somewhat difficult to 
understand in light of the results concerning actual similarity. The results 
suggest that although people’s significant others are, in actuality, similar to their 
opposite-sex parents, and not similar (at above chance levels) to their same-sex 
parents, people perceive their significant others as similar to both their opposite 
and same-sex parents. It is difficult to account for this discrepancy. At the very 
least, this discrepancy implies that individuals are less-than-perfect at assessing 
similarity between others. The subjects in the present set of studies seem to be 
able to detect similarity between their opposite-sex parents and romantic 
partners somewhat accurately, while they further seem to falsely detect non­
existent similarity between their same-sex parents and romantic partners. This 
same discrepancy is also apparent in the next section which deals with similarity 
between perceptions of parents and conceptualizations of ideal partners.
This apparent discrepancy between the results obtained relating to 
perceived similarity between same-sex parents and significant others and the 
results relating to actual similarity between these individuals may have resulted
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
149
from a number of sources. The discrepancy, simply put, is that subjects tend to 
perceive their same-sex parents to be as similar to their significant others as 
they perceive their opposite-sex parents to be. However, in actuality, it seems 
that subjects’ same-sex parents are not really similar to their significant others 
while subjects’ opposite-sex parents actually are similar to their significant 
others. It may be the case that mate selection at the unconscious level, 
indicated in the present research by actual similarity between peoples’ partners 
and parents, is dictated by different processes than it is at the conscious level, 
indicated in the present research by perceived similarity. Perhaps people 
identify with both of their parents at a conscious level and, consequently, 
perceive similarity between both their parents and their partners. However, at 
an unconscious level, processes that lead to actual partner choice may play out 
quite differently.
For instance, people may actually choose romantic partners, in part, for 
reasons concerning Oedipal conflicts. If this is the case, people would clearly be 
motivated to deny such factors as these factors may result in anxiety (e.g., if 
people did actually, in this scenario, harbor sexual feelings towards their 
opposite-sex parents, such feelings would lead to anxiety). Thus, at a conscious 
level, people may perceive similarity between both parents and their partners, 
while at an unconscious level, a level more influential in determining actual mate 
selection, people may be, as Freud suggested, motivated to find individuals 
reminiscent of their opposite-sex parents more specifically. This interpretation is
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rooted in psychoanalytic theory and is admittedly a bit speculative. This same 
discrepancy may also simply arise because people’s perceptions are not always 
consistent with reality, a general finding that has been demonstrated across 
several fields in social psychology (c.f., Baron & Byrne, 1997).
Perceived Similarity between Parents and Ideal Partners
The results concerning similarity between parents and ideal significant 
others are quite similar to those relating to similarity between perceptions of 
parents and significant others. Across all of the different dimensions assessed, 
subjects perceived both their same and opposite-sex parents as similar to their 
ideal significant others. In fact, people seemed to perceive more similarity 
between their ideal significant others and parents than between their actual 
significant others and parents.
In the Introduction, it was suggested that subjects may perceive similarity 
between their parents and their ideal significant others as their parents may be 
perceived in generally idealized ways and thus may provide templates for ideal 
significant others. After carefully reviewing the results of the present study, this 
hypothesis seems only half true. Subjects did, indeed, perceive a significant 
amount of similarity between their ideal significant others and their parents. 
However, unexpectedly, subjects’ parents were not generally perceived in 
idealized terms.
According to Hall and Taylor (1976), idealization exists when one 
assesses another as more positive than he or she assesses him or herself in
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addition to judging that other as more positive than he or she describes him or 
herself. Thus, for example, on the dimension of openness, a relatively positive 
trait, one would expect subjects to rate their parents as (a) more open-minded 
than themselves in addition to (b) more open-minded than the parents rated 
themselves. However, subjects’ own scores on openness were higher than both 
their perceptions of their opposite-sex parents’ and same-sex parents’ scores 
which, in turn, were lower than their opposite-sex parents’ self-reports as well as 
lower than their same-sex parents’ self reports. Similar kinds of results were 
found for other variables as well.
If subjects in the present study did not, in general, idealize their parents, 
then why would their perceptions of their parents be so highly correlated with 
their conceptualizations of their ideal significant others (which are defined as 
ideal)? It may be that people’s conceptualizations of their ideal significant 
others are based, in part, on their relatively unidealized perceptions of their 
parents. Thus, idealized romantic partners represent an interaction of 
generalized idealized individuals, projections of the self (Murray et al., 1996), 
and projections of perceived characteristics of both parents. Thus, regardless of 
how ideal one thinks his or her own parents, a person’s ideal significant other 
represents characteristics that he or she perceives his or her parents to have.
Thus, for example, one’s ideal significant other is not simply as stable (i.e., 
unneurotic) as possible, but is relatively stable. Further, that same ideal 
significant other may be similar to that specific person’s parents (as perceived by
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that person) for the dimension of stability. Using this reasoning, subjects’ ideal 
significant others do represent their perceptions of their specific parents, 
regardless of whether they idealize those parents or not.
Sex Differences in Template Matching Phenomena
Sex differences in template matching phenomena were addressed in the 
present research. Previous research has found that mothers have a 
disproportionate influence on the partner choice of both sons and daughters 
(e.g., Aron, 1974). Thus, one might assume that, for females, characteristics of 
the same-sex parents (i.e., mothers) would be most predictive of characteristics 
of significant others while for males, characteristics of the opposite-sex parents 
(i.e., mothers) would be most predictive of characteristics of significant others. 
However, the results of the present research do not support this hypothesis. For 
both males and females, actual and perceived similarity between opposite-sex 
parents and significant others as well as between same-sex parents and 
significant others were quite similar. It was not the case that females perceived 
their partners as more similar to their mothers than to their fathers.
The Impact of Relationship Satisfaction on Template Matching Phenomena 
As mentioned previously, the findings from the present research may 
have implications for how to achieve satisfaction in romantic relationships. The 
findings concerning relationship satisfaction as a moderator variable are 
particularly intriguing. Using the Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire 
(Murray et al., 1996), subjects were divided into groups representing either high
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or low satisfaction. Overall, the satisfied individuals tended to perceive similarity 
between their opposite-sex parents and significant others more than the 
dissatisfied subjects (i.e., across more dimensions). However, dissatisfied 
subjects perceived more similarity between their opposite-sex parents and 
significant others for the dimension of neuroticism. In other words, dissatisfied 
subjects tended to perceive that their partners were, generally, as neurotic 
(emotionally unstable) as their opposite-sex parents. It is apparent that such a 
perception may easily lead to problems in a relationship.
The correlations between actual significant others and actual opposite- 
sex parents, which were calculated separately for satisfied and dissatisfied 
subjects, suggest even more about how neuroticism may play a role in 
determining relationship satisfaction. Of five correlations calculated for satisfied 
subjects (one for each Big 5 dimension), one was significant and positive.
Specifically, subjects’ actual opposite-sex parents were found to be similar to 
their significant others for the dimension of agreeableness. Subjects whose 
partners were roughly as agreeable as their opposite-sex parents seemed happy 
with their relationships. For dissatisfied subjects, interestingly, subjects’ actual 
opposite-sex parents were found to be similar to their actual significant others for 
the dimension of neuroticism. Subjects whose partners were, generally, as 
neurotic as their opposite-sex parents were unhappy with their relationships.
Further, these subjects seemed to accurately perceive this similarity in 
neuroticism.
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It seems as though the relationship between an undesirable trait such as 
neuroticism and relationship satisfaction would simply be that people involved 
with relatively neurotic partners are less satisfied than individuals whose 
partners are relatively stable. This hypothesis was confirmed in the present 
research: Subjects who were satisfied with their relationships were involved with 
less neurotic partners (in terms of both perception and actuality) than subjects 
who were dissatisfied with their relationships. However, the present findings 
suggest that, above and beyond this tendency for partner neuroticism to affect 
relationship satisfaction, satisfaction is also moderated by the degree to which 
partners and opposite-sex parents are similar along such dimensions. Perhaps 
future research could examine the complexities concerning just how template 
matching phenomena do, indeed, affect relationship satisfaction.
Implications
The present research has broad implications for many aspects of 
interpersonal relationships. First, in terms of actual mate selection, the findings 
seem to provide support for Freud’s (1927) theory of mate selection. Along a 
variety of traits, people tend to choose romantic partners who are similar to their 
opposite-sex parents. The present findings are relatively clear on this point: In 
light of the empirical evidence presented in the present work, this proposition is 
not folklore. This tendency has implications for relationship success and 
relationship satisfaction.
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The present findings do not imply that choosing a romantic partner 
reminiscent of one’s opposite-sex parent is necessarily a recipe for failure. In 
fact, the subjects in the present research who chose partners similar to their 
opposite-sex parents on the dimension of agreeabieness tended to be most 
satisfied with their relationships. On the other hand, it seems that becoming 
involved with a romantic partner who is not only neurotic but is, additionally, 
similar to one’s opposite-sex parent in terms of this trait dimension, may lead to 
relationship despair.
The present results do, however, suggest a mechanism for people to 
increase their likelihood of finding relationship satisfaction. Recall that 
dissatisfied subjects not only chose partners who were actually similar to their 
opposite-sex parents in terms of neuroticism, but that they basically perceived 
this similarity to exist as well. Thus, the present findings suggest that people are 
able to perceive a factor which appears to lead to dissatisfaction in relationships. 
Being able to perceive such similarity should help people choose partners for 
whom they are better suited.
The present research also has implications concerning generalized 
romantic partner perception. It seems clear that people perceive their actual and 
ideal romantic partners as similar to both their opposite and same-sex parents. 
Further, this perception exists after controlling for subjects’ own personalities. 
This finding is consistent with the notion of internal working models as described
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in Bowlby’s (1969,1973,1980) attachment theory. In developing socially, 
according to Bowlby, people develop internal working models which help them 
predict characteristics of relationships. It seems that the tendency to perceive 
one’s partner as similar to one’s parent(s) may be appropriately characterized as 
the manifestation of such internal working models. The present research 
suggests that these internal working models not only guide relationship patterns, 
but also help color the perceptions people have of others with whom they are 
involved.
Also, concerning partner perceptions, the present research implies that 
relatively satisfied individuals are more likely to perceive their partners as similar 
to their parents than relatively dissatisfied individuals. This finding is consistent 
with the work of Murray and her colleagues (e.g., Murray et al, 1996; Murray et 
al., 1996a). Murray’s research concentrates on the positive benefits that people 
gain from holding positive illusions in relationships. This research implies that 
people who tend to idealize their partners are generally satisfied with their 
relationships and that this satisfaction is due, in part, to the self-fulfilling nature 
of such positive illusions. The present research suggests a parallel process by 
which people project characteristics of their parents on their partners, feel that 
they can predict their partners’ behavior, and, consequently, are relatively 
satisfied with their relationships.
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Suggestions for Future Research
While the present research may have improved on the methodology of 
research designed to asses how parents influence the selection and perception 
of romantic partners, unanswered questions remain. In order to address the 
external validity of the current findings, it would be necessary to conduct similar 
studies using different subject populations. For instance, the age range of 
subjects in the present studies was constrained to young adults. Additionally, 
the retum-rate for Study 3 (which included data from married and engaged 
subjects), which was designed to assess the template matching phenomenon in 
a slightly more developed sample, was insufficient due to lack of funds. It would 
be interesting to see, in future research, what happens as a relationship 
develops over time. Do people in their 60’s perceive their partners as similar to 
their parents along certain dimensions? Also, in such a sample of relatively 
older individuals, would a significant relationship be found between actual 
partners and actual parents?
Similar questions may be posed concerning cross-cultural research.
Would the effects observed in the present set of studies replicate in different 
cultures? Further, how might these phenomena occur in cultures where 
marriages are arranged? These are questions that can only be answered via 
empirical inquiry.
Another possible direction for future research would be to conduct a 
relatively large-scale series of studies concerned with the relationship between
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the template matching phenomenon and relationship satisfaction/success. The 
present research suggests that similarity which exists between people’s partners 
and parents, as well as similarity which people perceive to exist, play important 
roles in determining relationship satisfaction. It seems likely that these 
phenomena may also play significant roles in determining overall relationship 
success. It appears that future research on this topic should have a lot to offer.
Similarly, it would be interesting to document a series of case-studies of 
relationships that represent the broad spectrum of possibilities concerning 
template matching phenomena. For instance, subjects who perceive a lot of 
similarity between their partners and opposite-sex parents could be interviewed. 
Additionally, subjects whose parents and partners are actually quite similar could 
be studied. Further, case-studies of individuals who are involved with partners 
that bear no resemblance to either of their parents could be prepared. Such a 
detailed set of case-studies would allow for an in-depth perspective on how 
people’s parents affect their partner choice as well as their perceptions of their 
partners.
As the scope of the present undertaking is relatively broad, further 
research may travel in a number of other directions as well. For instance, in 
order to address the template matching phenomenon in terms of behavior 
genetics, it would be interesting to see whether the romantic partners of identical 
twins were more similar to the twins’ parents compared with the partners of 
fraternal twins. As the parents would be the same for the siblings in each
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instance, if parental influence were more important than other influences, one 
would predict that the partners of both sets of twins would be roughly equivalent 
to the parents; regardless of genetic similarity.
Future research could also focus on the template matching phenomenon 
across the lifespan. If the template matching phenomenon is a relatively general 
effect, then the same degree of parent/partner similarity found for young adults 
in the present inquiry should also be found in older individuals. Additionally, it 
may be the case that all of the partners in one’s relationship history should bear 
some resemblance to his or her parents. Again, this issue could be addressed 
empirically.
Finally, research could specifically address how the template matching 
phenomenon may influence family dysfunction. The present research suggests 
that the template matching phenomenon may be the cause of some 
dissatisfaction in relationships. In similar research, Lyon and Greenberg (1991) 
found that women whose fathers were alcoholics were more willing to help a 
man who was described as one who takes advantage of others compared with 
women whose fathers were not alcoholics. These data are similar to the present 
research in that they suggest that people may be attracted to individuals 
reminiscent of their opposite-sex parents regardless of whether this attraction 
may be ideal or healthy. Further research could assess just how this 
phenomenon may be related to family dysfunction as well as what could be done
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to help individuals who may be attracted to potential partners that are overly 
abusive or neurotic.
Conclusion
The present set of studies was designed in order to examine the template 
matching hypothesis (Daly & Wilson, 1990), a prediction based on Freud’s 
psychoanalytic theory of mate selection which proposes that people choose 
romantic partners who are similar to their opposite-sex parents. This 
phenomenon was assessed as an actual phenomenon and as a perceptual bias. 
Overall, it appears that people do choose mates who are roughly similar to their 
opposite-sex parents in terms of personality. Further, it seems that people do 
perceive their significant others as similar to both their opposite and same-sex 
parents.
It may be the case that, to some degree, people choose partners based 
on their similarity to their parents. In addition to this actual similarity, however, 
people appear to impose more similarity to their parents on their partners than 
actually exists. Such an imposition may help people feel that they understand 
their partners better, allowing them to see their partners as consistent with 
internal working models for which they have well-developed scripts. Such a 
perceptual phenomenon may allow people to understand their romantic partners 
as coherent gestalts; what more could one want from a romantic partner?
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APPENDIX A: Big Five Trait Measure Employed in Study 1
Please fill out the following personality scale to describe your own personality.
1 2 3 4 5
Does not Describes Describes
describe me me somewhat. me very well,
at all.
1. extroverted 1 2 3 4 5 16. secure 1 2 3 4 5
2. thoughtless 1 2 3 4 5 17. pleasant 1 2 3 4 5
3. outgoing 1 2 3 4 5 18. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5
4. opinionated 1 2 3 4 5 19. open-minded 1 2 3 4 5
5. emotional 1 2 3 4 5 20. stable 1 2 3 4 5
6. shy 1 2 3 4 5 21. temperamental 1 2 3 4 5
7. introverted 1 2 3 4 5 22. intelligent 1 2 3 4 5
8. unstable 1 2 3 4 5 23. reckless 1 2 3 4 5
9. stubborn 1 2 3 4 5 24. easy-going 1 2 3 4 5
10. unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 25. careless 1 2 3 4 5
11. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 26. understanding 1 2 3 4 5
12. closed-minded 1 2 3 4 5 27. careful 1 2 3 4 5
13. difficult 1 2 3 4 5 28. conscientious 1 2 3 4 5
14. confident 1 2 3 4 5 29. reclusive 1 2 3 4 5
15. particular 1 2 3 4 5 30. sociable 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX B: ADULT ATTACHMENT SCALE (Collins & Read, 1990)
Please fill out the following personality scales to describe your own personality.
1 2 3 4  5
Does not Describes Describes
describe me me somewhat. me very well,
at all.
1. 1 2 3 4 5
2. 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 5
4. 1 2 3 4 5
5. 1 2 3 4 5
6. 1 2 3 4 5
7. 1 2 3 4 5
8. 1 2 3 4 5
9. 1 2 3 4 5
10. 1 2 3 4 5
11. 1 2 3 4 5
12. 1 2 3 4 5
13. 1 2 3 4 5
14. 1 2 3 4 5
15. 1 2 3 4 5
16. 1 2 3 4 5
17. 1 2 3 4 5
18. 1 2 3 4 5
I often worry my partner will not want to stay with me.
I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on others.
People are never there when you need them.
I want to merge completely with another person.
I am comfortable depending on others.
I do not often worry about someone getting too close to me.
I find it relatively easy to get close to others.
I am comfortable having others depend on me.
I often worry that my love partner does not really love me. 
Often, love partners want me to be more intimate than I feel 
comfortable being.
I do not often worry about being abandoned.
I am somewhat uncomfortable being close to others.
I find it difficult to trust others completely.
I find others are reluctant to get as close as I would like.
My desire to merge sometimes scares people away.
I know that others will be there when I need them.
I am sure that I can always depend on others to be there 
when I need them.
I am nervous when anyone gets too close.
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APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE EMPLOYED IN STUDY 1




4. What kind of area were you raised in?
a. rural b. small town c. suburban d. urban
5. Political orientation:
a. very conservative b. conservative c. moderate d. liberal e. very liberal
6. Sexual orientation:
a. heterosexual b. bisexual c. homosexual
7. Natural eye color
a. brown b. blue c. green d. hazel e. gray
8. Natural hair color (if your hair is gray, what color was it originally?):
a. black b. dark brown c. light brown d. red e. blonde
9. Height_’ ___ ” (approximately)
10. Weight lbs. (approximately)_____
(Subjects were also asked to report the length of their present romantic 
relationship in months)
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APPENDIX D: NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992)
Please fill out the following personality scale to describe your own personality. For 
each item, circle the response that best represents your opinion.
1 2 3 4 5
Does not Describes Describes
describe me me somewhat. me very well,
at all.
1. 1 2 3 4 5 I am not a worrier.
2. 1 2 3 4 5 I like to have a lot of people around me.
3. 1 2 3 4 5 I don't like to waste time daydreaming.
4. 1 2 3 4 5 I try to be courteous to everyone I meet
5. 1 2 3 4 5 I keep my belongings clean and neat
6. 1 2 3 4 5 I often feel inferior to others.
7. 1 2 3 4 5 I laugh easily.
8. 1 2 3 4 5 Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it.
9. 1 2 3 4 5 I often get into arguments with my family and co-workers.
10. 1 2 3 4 5 I’m pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done 
on time.
11. 1 2 3 4 5 When I’m under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like 
I’m going to pieces.
12. 1 2 3 4 5 I don’t consider myself especially “light-hearted.”
13. 1 2 3 4 5 I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature.
14. 1 2 3 4 5 Some people think I’m selfish and egotistical.
15. 1 2 3 4 5 I am not a very methodical person.
16. 1 2 3 4 5 I rarely feel lonely or blue.
17. 1 2 3 4 5 I really enjoy talking to people.
18. 1 2 3 4 5 I believe letting students hear controversial speakers can 
only confuse and mislead them.
19. 1 2 3 4 5 I would rather cooperate with others than compete with 
them.
20. 1 2 3 4 5 I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously.
21. 1 2 3 4 5 I often feel tense and jittery.
22. 1 2 3 4 5 I like to be where the action is.
23. 1 2 3 4 5 Poetry has little or no effect on me.
24. 1 2 3 4 5 I tend to be cynical and skeptical of others’ intentions.
25. 1 2 3 4 5 I have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an 
orderly fashion.
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26. 1 2 3 4 5 Sometimes I feel completely worthless.
27. 1 2 3 4 5 I usually prefer to do things alone.
28. 1 2 3 4 5 I often try new and foreign foods.
29. 1 2 3 4 5 I believe that most people will take advantage of you if you 
let them.
30. 1 2 3 4 5 I waste a lot of time before settling down to work.
31. 1 2 3 4 5 I rarely feel fearful or anxious.
32. 1 2 3 4 5 I often feel as if I’m bursting with energy.
33. 1 2 3 4 5 I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different 
environments produce.
34. 1 2 3 4 5 Most people I know like me.
35. 1 2 3 4 5 I work hard to accomplish my goals.
36. 1 2 3 4 5 I often get angry at the way people treat me.
37. 1 2 3 4 5 I am a cheerful, high-spirited person.
38. 1 2 3 4 5 I believe we should look to our religious authorities for 
decisions on moral issues.
39. 1 2 3 4 5 Some people think of me as cold and calculating.
40. 1 2 3 4 5 When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to 
follow through.
41. 1 2 3 4 5 Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged and fee 
like giving up.
42. 1 2 3 4 5 I am not a cheerful optimist.
43. 1 2 3 4 5 Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work ol 
art, I feel a chill or wave of excitement.
44. 1 2 3 4 5 I’m hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes.
45. 1 2 3 4 5 Sometimes I’m not as dependable or reliable as I should be.
46. 1 2 3 4 5 I am seldom sad or depressed.
47. 1 2 3 4 5 My life is fast-paced.
48. 1 2 3 4 5 I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the 
universe or the human condition.
49. 1 2 3 4 5 I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate.
50. 1 2 3 4 5 I am a productive person who always gets the job done.
51. 1 2 3 4 5 I often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my 
problems.
52. 1 2 3 4 5 I am a very active person.
53. 1 2 3 4 5 I have a lot of intellectual curiosity.
54. 1 2 3 4 5 If I don’t like people, I let them know it.
55. 1 2 3 4 5 I never seem to be able to get organized.
56. 1 2 3 4 5 At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide.
57. 1 2 3 4 5 I would rather go my own way than be a leader of others.
58. 1 2 3 4 5 I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.
59. 1 2 3 4 5 If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I 
want
60. 1 2 3 4 5 I strive for excellence in everything I do.
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APPENDIX E: THREE-ITEM RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
(Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996)
Please fill out the following personality scale to describe your feelings about your 
relationship with your romantic partner. For each item, circle the response that best 
represents your opinion.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. 1 2 3 4 5 I am extremely happy with my relationship.
2. 1 2 3 4 5 I have a very strong relationship with my partner.
3. 1 2 3 4 5 I do not feel that my relationship is successful.
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APPENDIX F: ALTERATIONS TO DEMOGRAPHIC 
QUESTIONNAIRE (EMPLOYED IN STUDIES 1 AND 2)







2. Subjects will be asked their birth order using the following two questions:









B. Including yourself, how many siblings do you have?_______
3. The marital history of subjects’ parents will be assessed as follows:





For both your mother and your father, please indicate who of the following played a 
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4. In order to assess general socioeconomic status, subjects will be asked the 
following:
Please report an estimate of your parents' combined annual income:
A. Under $20,000
B. Between $20,000 and $40,000
C. Between $40,000 and $70,000
D. Between $70,000 and $100,000
E. Between $100,000 and $150,000
F. Greater than $150,000
5. In order to obtain an approximate measure of subjects’ intellectual aptitude, subjects 
will be asked the following:
Please report your SAT scores:
Math  Verbal Total_______
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